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REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 4435]

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office]

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 4435) to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2015 for
military activities of the Department of Defense and for military
construction, to prescribe military personnel strengths for such fis-
cal year, and for other purposes, having considered the same, re-
ports favorably thereon with amendments and recommends that
the bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

The amendment strikes all after the enacting clause of the bill
%Iﬁl inserts a new text which appears in italic type in the reported

ill.

The title of the bill is amended to reflect the amendment to the

text of the bill.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The bill would: (1) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2015
for procurement and for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion (RDT&E); (2) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2015 for
operation and maintenance (O&M) and for working capital funds;
(38) Authorize for fiscal year 2015: (a) the personnel strength for
each Active Duty component of the military departments; (b) the
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personnel strength for the Selected Reserve for each Reserve Com-
ponent of the Armed Forces; (4) Modify various elements of com-
pensation for military personnel and impose certain requirements
and limitations on personnel actions in the defense establishment;
(5) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2015 for military con-
struction and family housing; (6) Authorize appropriations for
Overseas Contingency Operations; (7) Authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2015 for the Department of Energy national security
programs; (8) Modify provisions related to the National Defense
Stockpile; and (9) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2015 for
the Maritime Administration.

RATIONALE FOR THE COMMITTEE BILL

H.R. 4435, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2015, is a key mechanism through which Congress fulfills one
of its primary responsibilities as mandated in Article I, Section 8
of the Constitution of the United States, which grants Congress the
power to raise and support an Army; to provide and maintain a
Navy; and to make rules for the government and regulation of the
land and naval forces. Rule X of the House of Representatives pro-
vides the House Committee on Armed Services with jurisdiction
over the Department of Defense generally and over the military ap-
plication of nuclear energy. The committee bill includes the large
majority of the findings and recommendations resulting from its
oversight activities in the current year, as informed by the experi-
ence gained over the previous decades of the committee’s existence.

The bill reflects the committee’s steadfast support of the coura-
geous, professional, and dedicated men and women of the U.S.
Armed Forces and the committee’s appreciation for the sacrifices
they make to accomplish their required missions. Events of the last
year, ranging from on-going operations in the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan, robust counter-terrorism efforts around the globe, to
time-sensitive disaster and humanitarian responses, serve to high-
light the U.S. military’s flexibility and responsiveness in defending
the Nation’s interests and addressing security challenges. The com-
mittee understands that the capabilities of the Armed Forces are
underpinned by the dedicated civilian employees of the Department
of Defense and the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration, as well as the defense industrial base. Each of
these elements is required to enable the U.S. military to be the
guarantor of peace and economic security that it has been for gen-
erations. The committee is committed to providing full authoriza-
tion for the funding required to restore the readiness of the mili-
tary; enhance the quality of life of military service members and
their families; sustain and improve the Armed Forces; and properly
safeguard the national security of the United States.

In addition to providing authorization of appropriations, the com-
mittee bill would balance the force with constrained resources; sup-
port and protect the Nation’s warfighters and their families; sup-
port a continued military commitment and U.S. presence in Af-
ghanistan; begin the process of reforming Department of Defense
institutions and processes; and assure that America’s Armed Forces
maintain the vital global presence that allows them to face current
threats and prepare for new ones.
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Resources for Warfighters and Families

The committee remains committed to providing America’s
warfighters, veterans, and their families with the care and support
they need, deserve, and have earned. This bill would authorize an
extension of a wide array of bonuses, special and incentive pays for
the Nation’s men and women in uniform.

The committee continues to maintain a focus on sexual assault
prevention and prosecution. This bill would continue to refine the
Department of Defense Sexual Assault Prevention and Response
program, while at the same time requiring continued monitoring of
the Department’s implementation of the significant reforms en-
acted by Congress over the past 2 years.

While the committee recognizes the need for compensation re-
form, it believes such reforms must be examined holistically before
proceeding with wide-impacting changes, and it looks forward to re-
viewing the recommendations provided by the congressionally di-
rected Military Compensation and Retirement Modernization Com-
mission. Thus, the committee rejects the Department’s proposed
piecemeal cuts to TRICARE, housing allowances, and commissary
benefits contained in the President’s fiscal year 2015 budget re-
quest.

The committee is troubled by the growing suicide rate among
members of the Armed Forces, to include the Nation’s special oper-
ations forces. This bill would require standardization of the collec-
tion, reporting, and assessment of suicide data involving members
of the Armed Forces and their family members, including Reserve
Components, and provide enhanced tracking of suicide data within
the Department. Additionally, this bill would require a review of
Department of Defense efforts regarding suicide prevention among
members of the special operations forces and their family members.

This bill would also express the sense of Congress that the
United States has a responsibility to continue to search for missing
or captured members of the Armed Forces while transitioning from
combat operations in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.

Lastly, the committee maintains serious reservations about the
end strength and force structure reduction plans for the military.
America remains at war today and will continue at some level of
persistent global conflict with a committed enemy for the foresee-
able future. Further end strength reductions could put at risk the
military’s ability to meet its global commitments.

Continuing Commitment to Afghanistan

The committee recognizes that the gains in Afghan security, gov-
ernance, and society have come as a result of the immense sac-
rifices made by U.S. and coalition forces and the Afghan people.
The committee continues to believe that the United States has a
vital national security interest in the Islamic Republic of Afghani-
stan, and that Al Qaeda and its affiliates must be denied safe ha-
vens in Afghanistan and elsewhere to launch attacks against the
United States and its allies. The committee, therefore, supports the
post-2014 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) mission
known as Operation Resolute Support, and it urges the President
to announce a residual U.S. presence in Afghanistan to dem-
onstrate U.S. commitment, reassure the Afghan people, and en-
courage other NATO and coalition partners to commit to a post-
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2014 mission and presence in Afghanistan. The committee remains
optimistic that a new Afghan president will sign the Bilateral Secu-
rity Agreement between the United States and Afghanistan, which
would serve as a framework should also pave the way for a post-
2014 NATO-Afghanistan status of forces agreement.

As the United States transitions from Operation Enduring Free-
dom to Operation Resolute Support, the committee expects the Ad-
ministration to have a clear understanding of the missions, au-
thorities, plans, and resources necessary to support Operation Res-
olute Support. The committee has carefully reviewed the authori-
ties for which it recommends extension, such as the Commanders’
Emergency Response Program and reimbursement of coalition na-
tions for support provided to U.S. military operations. The com-
mittee would require a revised “Report on Progress Toward Secu-
rity and Stability in Afghanistan Under Operation Resolute Sup-
port” to inform its understanding of the post-2014 security and eco-
nomic environment in Afghanistan, and a plan for sustaining the
Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) through fiscal year 2018.
Additionally, the committee continues to leverage important over-
sight tools, such as the Department of Defense Inspector General,
to ensure Department of Defense funds for Afghanistan are prop-
erly managed to protect against waste, fraud, and abuse. In this
vein, the committee would require the Department of Defense to
reduce the amount of assistance provided to the Government of Af-
ghanistan during fiscal year 2015, as a result of improper taxation
of Department of Defense assistance by the Government of Afghan-
istan during fiscal year 2014. The committee also recognizes the
service performed by many Afghans in support of U.S. military and
diplomatic efforts, and it would authorize additional special immi-
grant visas for Afghans who were employed by or on behalf of the
U.S. Government in Afghanistan.

Preserving Key Capabilities in a Time of Fiscal Austerity

In April 2011, the President announced his intention to seek over
$400.0 billion in savings within the Department of Defense over
the next decade. Subsequently, Congress passed the Budget Con-
trol Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25) in August 2011. Public Law
11225 significantly reduced discretionary spending across the Fed-
eral Government and for the military in particular. The Depart-
ment of Defense noted that cuts relating to Public Law 112-25
amounted to $489.0 billion. In addition, sequestration went into ef-
fect across the Federal Government on March 1, 2013, immediately
reducing funds for the Department by $37.3 billion for fiscal year
2013. The Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (Public Law 113-67) pro-
vided National Defense some relief from sequestration-level fund-
ing for fiscal years 2014 and 2015, but funding for those fiscal
years remained relatively flat when compared to fiscal year 2013
levels. If sequestration-level budget caps remain in effect for fiscal
year 2016 and beyond, the decrease to National Defense spending
will total over $1.0 trillion, a decrease of 19 percent when com-
pared to projections for defense spending less than 4 years ago.

The committee recognizes that its goal of providing for the com-
mon defense is becoming increasingly difficult in an era of fiscal
austerity. This bill aims to balance the force with constrained re-
sources. The committee sought to find savings in less critical areas
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that do not pose the threat of irrevocable damage to the force or
the potential to harm recruiting or retention. Still, at current re-
source levels tough choices had to be made.

The committee remains concerned about readiness levels and
their continued impact to the force in the out years unless seques-
tration is addressed. The committee is mindful that when readiness
is low and the military is ill-equipped and unprepared to fight, it
is the troops who pay the ultimate price with their lives.

This bill would prohibit the Department from pursuing an addi-
tional Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) round, or any other
effort, aimed at locking in force structure reductions during a time
of accelerated transition and the withdrawal of troops from the Is-
lamic Republic of Afghanistan. It would address deficiencies in the
Air Force’s nuclear enterprise by resourcing several unfunded re-
quirements for the Nuclear Force Improvement Program, while
also addressing nuclear security forces equipment shortfalls which
have exacerbated the challenges. Additionally, it would address the
Marine Corps’ requirement to establish two new special Marine
Air-Ground Task Forces in U.S. Southern Command and U.S. Cen-
tral Command which are needed to support U.S. diplomatic and
military installations around the world, requirements made excep-
tionally clear after the 2012 attack on the U.S. consulate in
Benghazi. This bill would also take steps to enhance the hard-won
readiness of the Army by funding unmet requirements for training,
flying hours, and depot maintenance necessary to support ongoing
and future operations.

The committee has also sought to preserve key naval capabilities
to ensure a ready and robust Navy that is prepared to support
global combatant commander requirements. This bill would support
the refueling of the USS George Washington, a carrier with 25
years of useful life left; prevent the early retirement of 11 cruisers
and 3 dock landing ships; and mitigate shortfalls in the Navy’s
aviation depot maintenance accounts.

The decrease in defense resources has resulted in tough choices
between important programs. While this bill is able to fund many
important programs with savings from across the defense enter-
prise, there simply was not enough to save every program.

This bill would make prudent investments designed to preserve
the integrity of the industrial base while delivering needed equip-
ment to all elements of U.S. forces. These include Abrams tank up-
grades, the Hercules and Stryker vehicles, tactical wheeled vehicles
and the Grey Eagle program.

In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, America’s citizen soldiers
have made repeated, heroic sacrifices in service to their country.
Their service has made the Guard more than an operational re-
serve, but also a strategic resource. As funding cuts force difficult
choices, the committee is working to preserve the appropriate bal-
ance between the active force and the National Guard and Reserve.

The committee is concerned that foreign-controlled entities may
be acquiring property near critical military assets, installations,
and training facilities with the intent to monitor defense activities.
Therefore, this bill would require a Department of Defense study
that looks at gaps and vulnerabilities in the interagency process for
public property estate transactions, and task the Government Ac-
countability Office to review the study.
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Lastly, the committee would fund the Overseas Contingency Op-
erations at $79.4 billion, consistent with the House-passed fiscal
year 2015 budget resolutlon H. Con. Res. 96.

Reforming the Department Of Defense

In an era of fiscal austerity, the committee recognizes the need
to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the defense enterprise
to get more defense for the dollar. Therefore, the committee re-
cently initiated a comprehensive reform effort to improve the man-
agement culture, structure, and practices of the Department of De-
fense. The committee believes that any lasting reform will only be
successful if it is crafted by a solid partnership between both the
House of Representatives and Senate committees of jurisdiction,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, each of the military depart-
ments, and the defense industrial base. The committee looks for-
ward to working with all stakeholders on this long-term effort.
Many of the defense reform efforts included in this bill are in-
formed by the beginning stages of this bipartisan effort, to include
acquisition, institutional, security, and strategy reforms.

In the area of acquisition reform, the committee aims to identify
and drive out disincentives that increase cost and schedule of major
programs and delay delivery of capabilities to the warfighter. The
reform effort also identifies services contracting as an area where
major improvements can be made. This bill would encourage the
Secretary of Defense to improve data collection for services con-
tracting and conduct better analysis of the data to identify waste.
It would also task the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to
report on opportunities to improve services contract processes. Ad-
ditionally, this bill would direct the Director of Operational Test
and Evaluation to consider the potential for increase in program
cost estimates or delays in schedule estimates in the implementa-
tion of policies, procedures, and activities related to operational test
and evaluation.

Furthermore, as part of the ongoing effort to review the proc-
esses that often keep the Department of Defense from operating ef-
ficiently, and unintentionally create barriers to meaningful small
business participation in the defense industrial base, the committee
has worked closely with the House Committee on Small Business
and the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. As a result of this
bipartisan cooperation, the bill includes provisions that would re-
move duplicative processes, erase meaningless distinctions between
competing programs, leverage procurement best practices, and bet-
ter use the programs already in place.

In the area of institutional reform, the committee seeks to ensure
that any organizational changes and personnel reductions imple-
mented to achieve cost savings and management efficiencies are
being applied in the right places and are informed by a comprehen-
sive assessment of mission and functional requirements, critical ca-
pability and skillset requirements, and cost drivers. This bill would
direct the Secretary of Defense to report on combining combatant
command back office functions to achieve greater efficiencies and
cost savings, and task GAO to assess the Department’s head-
quarters reduction efforts, building off its previous work conducted
for the committee on examining growth in Department of Defense
headquarters. This bill would also restore the Office of Net Assess-
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ment to its independent status, with the Office reporting directly
to the Secretary of Defense.

Additionally, the committee continues to build on its prior work
to improve the Department’s fiscal responsibility, transparency,
and accountability, and as part of the broader reform effort, it rec-
ommends the establishment of an advisory panel on Department of
Defense audit readiness. The purpose of the panel would be to ac-
tively monitor the Department’s audit readiness and audit work
and to report on problems that need to be resolved with the inten-
tion to shed light on the best, most efficient path forward to meet
the 2017 and 2019 deadlines relating to auditability. The advisory
panel would be granted authority to hold hearings and receive in-
formation directly from the Department of Defense and would ter-
minate in April 2019.

In the area of security reform, the committee is deeply concerned
about the grave impact to U.S. national security caused by the un-
authorized disclosure of classified information. Such disclosures not
only jeopardize U.S. military operations, capabilities, and tech-
nology, they ultimately lead to the loss of lives. This bill, therefore,
directs the Secretary of Defense to provide the committee with fre-
quent reports on its damage assessment resulting from these unau-
thorized disclosures and steps the Department is taking to mitigate
the damage.

Lastly, in the area of strategy reform, the committee notes that
the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) has grown less compliant
with the law over time and strayed further from the intent of Con-
gress. The committee believes the QDR should provide a mecha-
nism for setting the priorities of the Department of Defense, shap-
ing the force, guiding capabilities and resources, and adjusting the
organization to respond to changes in the strategic environment. In
addition, it should assist Congress in better understanding the re-
lationships and tradeoffs between missions, risks, and resources,
particularly in light of geopolitical changes and domestic develop-
ments in the last few years. Therefore, this bill would require the
Secretary to resubmit the 2014 QDR and it would propose sweep-
ing changes to the Department’s defense strategy review process
and reporting elements.

Addressing Current Threats and Preparing for New Challenges

The committee recognizes that it must focus not only on address-
ing current threats, but also on preparing for emerging and evolv-
ing challenges in an increasingly uncertain global security environ-
ment, and it must ensure that defense resources are balanced be-
tween the two objectives.

The committee remains concerned about U.S. posture and pres-
ence in the Asia-Pacific region to deter aggression and reassure al-
lies and partners. The committee conducted an Asia-Pacific over-
sight series, focusing largely on these developments and the impli-
cations of the Administration’s rebalance to Asia on Department of
Defense capabilities and investments. Many of the Asia-Pacific- re-
lated provisions contained in this bill reflect the findings and rec-
ommendations that emerged from the oversight series.

As the mission in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan transitions
and the military rebalances towards Asia, the committee remains
concerned about the persistent Al Qaeda threat. This bill would re-
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quire a report on the national security planning guidance to ad-
dress Al Qaeda safe havens, and maintain prohibitions associated
with the Guantanamo Bay Detention Facility, including the bi-par-
tisan prohibitions on the transfer of detainees to the United States
and on the construction of terrorist detention facilities in the
United States.

The committee believes that an enduring presence in the Middle
East is vital, to include maintaining a robust forward presence and
posture to support U.S. allies and partners in the region and to
deter the Islamic Republic of Iran. This bill would express congres-
sional concern that many key bases are funded through Overseas
Contingency Operations funding and not supported by status of
forces agreements (SOFA). The committee urges the President to
shift to an enduring posture in the Middle East and seek SOFA
agreements with Gulf Cooperation Council states. This bill would
also recognize the President’s determination that the Arab Republic
of Egypt is progressing in its democratic transition and supports
the President’s decision to deliver 10 Apache helicopters to Egypt
for counterterrorism operations. This bill further reflects congres-
sional concern regarding the influx of foreign fighters in the Syrian
Arab Republic and the committee’s belief that “prudent planning”
to support regional allies impacted by the Syria conflict is war-
ranted. The bill would also reflect the committee’s belief that an
American presence in the Arabian Gulf is vital to deter Iran as
well as its belief that any comprehensive deal on Iran’s nuclear
program should address past and present issues of concern with
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and should require
Iran to cease enrichment of uranium, address ballistic missile and
conventional military systems, and stop support for international
terrorism.

Shifting to Africa, the committee believes that U.S. Africa Com-
mand (AFRICOM) is on the front lines of the next phase of the ter-
rorist threat, and this bill would seek to reinforce AFRICOM’s ca-
pabilities while also demanding accountability. It recognizes the
contributions the Republic of Djibouti has made as a key strategic
partner and establishes a number of programs to ensure the rela-
tionship is enduring. It further requires a report on the “New Nor-
mal” and general mission requirements for AFRICOM, as well as
a report on the readiness implications of the Army’s Regionally
Aligned Brigade concept in Africa.

The committee condemns the recent aggressive actions under-
taken by the Government of the Russian Federation in Ukraine,
which include Russia’s illegal occupation of Crimea, deployment of
tens of thousands of Russian soldiers near the Ukrainian border,
and its infiltration and destabilization of eastern Ukraine. The
committee therefore would limit U.S.-Russia military contact and
cooperation and limit the use of funds for Department of Defense
and National Nuclear Security Administration activities with Rus-
sia. The NATO alliance remains a cornerstone of international se-
curity, and the committee would seek to further strengthen the al-
liance and reassure U.S. allies and partners in Europe through
measures such as requiring a comprehensive strategic framework
for security force assistance to European and Eurasian forces and
providing additional funds for the Warsaw Initiative Fund/Partner-
ship for Peace program.
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Lastly, in the area of missile defense, the bill would fully fund
the redesigned kill vehicle for the Ground-based Missile Defense
system and the new long-range discriminating sensor, as well as
support steps to ensure greater reliability and maintenance of the
system. This bill would support the Israeli Cooperative and Iron
Dome programs, recognizing the importance of missile defense ca-
pabilities for U.S. allies and partners, and provide increased invest-
ment for directed energy and other next-generation technologies for
missile defense.

HEARINGS

Committee consideration of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2015 results from hearings that began on
March 5, 2014, and that were completed on April 10, 2014. The full
committee conducted seven sessions. In addition, a total of 16 ses-
sions were conducted by 6 different subcommittees.

COMMITTEE POSITION

On May 7, 2014, the Committee on Armed Services, a quorum
being present, approved H.R. 4435, as amended, by a vote of 61—
0.

EXPLANATION OF THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The committee adopted an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute during the consideration of H.R. 4435. The title of the bill
is amended to reflect the amendment to the text of the bill. The
remainder of the report discusses the bill, as amended.

RELATIONSHIP OF AUTHORIZATION TO APPROPRIATIONS

The bill does not generally provide budget authority. This bill au-
thorizes appropriations; subsequent appropriation acts will provide
budget authority. However, the committee strives to adhere to the
recommendations as issued by the Committee on the Budget as it
relates to the jurisdiction of this committee.

The bill addresses the following categories in the Department of
Defense budget: procurement; research, development, test, and
evaluation; operation and maintenance; military personnel; work-
ing capital funds; and military construction and family housing.
The bill also addresses the Armed Forces Retirement Home, De-
partment of Energy National Security Programs, the Naval Petro-
leum Reserve and the Maritime Administration.

Active Duty and Reserve personnel strengths authorized in this
bill and legislation affecting compensation for military personnel
determine the remaining appropriation requirements of the Depart-
ment of Defense. However, this bill does not provide authorization
of specific dollar amounts for military personnel.

SUMMARY OF DISCRETIONARY AUTHORIZATIONS IN THE
BILL

The President requested discretionary budget authority of $592.9
billion for programs within the jurisdiction of the committee for fis-
cal year 2015. Of this amount, $495.6 billion was requested for
“base” Department of Defense programs, $79.4 billion was re-
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quested for the Overseas Contingency Operations requirements
covering the entire fiscal year, and $17.9 billion was requested for
Department of Energy national security programs and the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

The committee recommends an overall discretionary authoriza-
tion of $592.9 billion in fiscal year 2015, including $79.4 billion for
Overseas Contingency Operations. The base committee authoriza-
tion of $513.4 billion is a $31.0 billion decrease below the levels
provided for in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2014 (Public Law 113-66).

The table preceding the detailed program adjustments in division
D of this report summarizes the committee’s recommended discre-
tionary authorizations by appropriation account for fiscal year 2015
and compares these amounts to the President’s request.

BUDGET AUTHORITY IMPLICATION

The President’s total request for the national defense budget
function (050) in fiscal year 2015 is $609.1 billion, as estimated by
the Congressional Budget Office. In addition to funding for pro-
grams addressed in this bill, the total 050 request includes discre-
tionary funding for national defense programs not in the commit-
tee’s jurisdiction, discretionary funding for programs that do not re-
quire additional authorization in fiscal year 2015, and mandatory
programs.

The table preceding the detailed program adjustments in division
D of this report details changes to all aspects of the national de-
fense budget function.



DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

OVERVIEW

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $90.6 billion
for procurement. This represents a $3.0 billion decrease over the
amount authorized for fiscal year 2014.

The committee recommends authorization of $91.0 billion, an in-
crease of $1.5 billion from the fiscal year 2015 request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 procure-
ment program are identified in division D of this Act.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $5.1 billion for
Aircraft Procurement, Army. The committee recommends author-
ization of $5.3 billion, an increase of $147.4 million, for fiscal year
2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Aircraft
Procurement, Army program are identified in division D of this
Act.

Items of Special Interest

Armed aerial scout strategy

The committee notes that because of sequestration and limited
resources, the Army has announced the Aviation Restructure Ini-
tiative (ARI) which retires older platforms and defers the armed re-
connaissance requirement for a replacement to the current OH-58
Kiowa series helicopter. The committee understands that as a re-
sult of the ARI, the Army will utilize AH-64 Apache helicopters,
teamed with the Shadow Unmanned Aerial Systems, as an interim
solution to meet the armed reconnaissance mission. However, the
committee is concerned that the Army’s plan does not address how
the Army intends to eventually meet the enduring requirement for
a manned armed scout helicopter.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than February 15, 2015, that includes a description of the in-
terim Apache scout implementation plan, as well as the concept for
what a follow-on plan and necessary resources would be required
to replace the interim solution with a platform that fully meets the
validated requirement.

(11)
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Army Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance aircraft

The committee is aware of the Department of the Army’s Aerial
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) 2020 vision.
The committee recognizes that there are a variety of platforms and
capabilities, both Government and contractor owned, that are being
transitioned from a wartime environment to a more stable strategic
posture, but the committee is concerned that the Army has not
clearly identified the current and future capacity and capability re-
quirements for Aerial ISR. Therefore, the committee directs the
Secretary of the Army to provide a briefing to the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services by December 1, 2014, on the Army’s Aer-
ial ISR requirements and how those requirements will be ad-
dressed in the future.

Army Signals Intelligence modernization

The committee understands that there are at least six Army Sig-
nal Intelligence (SIGINT) programs in use or planned for near-term
fielding, including: Guard Rail Common Sensor; Enhanced Medium
Altitude Reconnaissance and Surveillance System; Tactical SIGINT
Program; Quick Reaction Capability C-12s; Airborne Reconnais-
sance Low; and the Prophet ground SIGINT collection platform.
The committee is concerned that maintaining six different SIGINT
collection systems for these platforms is costly and inefficient, as
well as potentially unsustainable given the current fiscal environ-
ment.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a report to the congressional defense committees and the
congressional intelligence committees by February 16, 2015, that
would present a SIGINT modernization plan, including a detailed
plan of action and milestones with anticipated costs and schedules.
The report should also consider the advisability and feasibility of
potentially converging all six Army SIGINT programs to a common
hardware baseline that is contractor independent, with open archi-
tecture that could allow for the use of software reprogrammable ra-
dios, as well as provide the capability for insertion of emerging
technologies and collection capabilities.

Divestiture of rotorcraft through Army’s Aviation Restructure Initia-
tive

The committee is aware of the Army’s plan to divest certain
rotorcraft, such as the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior, OH-58 A/C, and
TH-67 primary training helicopters, as part of its Aviation Re-
structure Initiative. While the committee understands the fiscal
pressures facing the Army and supports its efforts to restructure
the rotorcraft force, the committee is concerned that the planned
divestiture of more than 750 aircraft between fiscal years 2015-19
could have a negative impact on the rotorcraft industrial base
which has already been impacted by declining defense spending.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services by
September 1, 2014, on the criteria for transferring these helicopters
as excess defense articles into the domestic and international mar-
kets. As part of this briefing, the Army should include an assess-
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ment of how its criteria for divestiture meet all Federal laws and
regulations governing such equipment, including:

(1) A statement outlining the purposes for which the article is
being provided to any foreign country, including whether such arti-
cle has been previously provided to that country;

(2) An assessment of the impact of the transfer on the military
readiness of the United States;

(3) An assessment of the impact of the transfer on the national
technology and industrial base and, particularly, the impact on op-
portunities of entities in the national technology and industrial
base to sell new or used equipment to foreign countries to which
such articles might be transferred; and

(4) A statement describing the current value of such articles and
the value of such articles at acquisition.

Improved MQ-1C Gray Eagle modifications

The budget request contained $190.5 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Army for the MQ-1C Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial System.

The committee notes that the MQ-1C Gray Eagle Unmanned
Aircraft System provides critical intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance (ISR) capabilities to combatant commanders. The
committee understands that development efforts have already been
completed to modify the current Gray Eagle platform in order to
provide extended range capabilities. This capability, known as the
Improved Gray Eagle, includes significant expansion of the fuse-
lage to accommodate larger fuel capacity and additional payloads
as well as integration of an improved heavy fuel engine to support
takeoff at heavier weights. However, funding for these modifica-
tions was not included in the budget request. The committee be-
lieves the increased endurance of a modified Gray Eagle would pro-
vide combatant commanders greater employment options at in-
creased ranges, expanded payload options, and improved basing
flexibility in support of the Global ISR mission.

The committee recommends $239.5 million, an increase of $49.0
million, for improved MQ-1C Gray Eagle modifications.

MiSsSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $1.0 billion for
Missile Procurement, Army. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $1.0 billion, full funding of the request, for fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Missile
Erocurement, Army program are identified in division D of this

ct.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES,
ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $1.5 billion for
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army. The
committee recommends authorization of $1.7 billion, an increase of
$230.2 million, for fiscal year 2015.
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The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-
curement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army pro-
gram are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Combat vehicle industrial base management

The committee notes that as a result of the Budget Control Act
of 2011 (Public Law 112-25), the Army is in the process of reducing
its Active Duty end strength to 420,000, unless sequestration is re-
solved. In addition, the Army has also announced plans to reduce
Active Component Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) from 45 to 32.
The active Army has 17 Armor BCTs (ABCT), 20 Infantry BCTs,
and 8 Stryker BCTs. The committee notes that the ABCT, which
is comprised of Abrams tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles, is the
only full-spectrum force in the Army’s force structure. With regard
to the future utility of armored forces, the committee notes that a
RAND Corporation report from 2010 concluded that, “Heavy
forces—based on tanks and infantry fighting vehicles—are key ele-
ments of any force that will fight hybrid enemies that have a mod-
icum of training, organization, and advanced weapons. Light and
medium forces can complement heavy forces, particularly in urban
and other complex terrain; they do not provide the survivability,
lethality, or mobility inherent in heavy forces. Quite simply, heavy
forces reduce operational risks and minimize friendly casualties.”

The committee remains concerned that the Army may eliminate
too many ABCTs based on resource constraints rather than meet-
ing the needs of combatant commanders. Although the committee
has been informed that the Army will add a third maneuver bat-
talion back into the Active Component Armor and Infantry BCTs,
the committee has not been briefed on final force structure and
BCT mix decisions. The committee is supportive of all BCTs having
a third maneuver battalion and notes that in the committee report
(H. Rept. 109-452) accompanying the John Warner National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, the committee op-
posed the Army’s original decision of having two maneuver battal-
ions per BCT.

In addition to the mix of BCTs, the committee needs to better
understand the ramifications to the future combat vehicle indus-
trial base capabilities with regard to the Abrams tank, Bradley
fighting vehicle, Paladin howitzer, Hercules recovery vehicle, Ar-
mored Multi-Purpose Vehicle, and the Stryker combat vehicle. Spe-
cifically, the committee is concerned about the Army’s position that
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) alone is sufficient to sustain the via-
bility of the combat vehicle industrial base. The committee believes
that the associated impact this position has on the industrial base
at both the prime contractor and vendor level poses an unaccept-
able level of risk. The committee acknowledges that the Army has
made positive strides in regards to FMS cases. However, FMS
cases often take years longer than originally planned to mate-
rialize. In addition, many FMS cases procure less capable variants
which do not always equate to positive workload at the prime and
vendor levels. The committee continues to believe that insufficient
information is available to Congress to make an informed decision
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regarding current and potential future risks to the combat vehicle
industrial base at the prime and vendor levels. The committee com-
mends the Army for beginning the process to finally collect the nec-
essary analytical information required to make informed decisions
about the long-term sustainment of the combat vehicle industrial
base.

Finally, the committee applauds the Army for its efforts to accel-
erate the Engineering Change Proposal (ECP) programs for the M1
Abrams tank, Bradley fighting vehicle and Stryker combat vehicle.
The out-year funding reflected in the budget request for fiscal year
2015 indicates a commitment by the Army to move forward with
the next major technology upgrades for the existing fleet of weap-
ons systems that would ensure fielding of the highest quality com-
bat vehicles to a smaller force and also sustain the fragile indus-
trial base. However, the committee remains concerned about the
stability of Army modernization funding in fiscal year 2016 and be-
yond given the implications of sequestration. The committee be-
lieves multiyear procurement contracts may reduce overall cost and
help stabilize the industrial base and notes that there is precedent
for successful Army combat vehicle multiyear procurements. There-
fore, the committee encourages the Secretary of the Army, in ac-
cordance with section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, to re-
quest multiyear procurement authority in future budget requests
for the Abrams ECP 1, Bradley ECP 2, and Stryker ECP 1 pro-
grams.

Abrams tank upgrades

The budget request contained no funding for the M1A2 Abrams
tank upgrade program.

The committee continues to believe that the Army must maintain
the capability of Armored Brigade Combat Team (ABCT) forma-
tions to over match any possible threat. The committee notes that
in a hearing before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces, senior Army officials testified that the Army does not plan
to close down the industrial facilities used to upgrade M1 Abrams
tanks. In addition, the same senior Army officials testified that
these critical industrial base facilities would have been at serious
risk had it not been for additional funding authorized and appro-
priated by Congress. The committee understands the next sched-
uled upgrade for the Abrams tank has been moved up to 2017 from
2019. The committee commends the Army’s decision to accelerate
this upgrade, and notes that in the committee report (H. Rept.
113-102) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2014, the committee encouraged the Army take this ac-
tion. The committee continues to believe this course of action will
mitigate risk within the combat vehicle industrial base.

While the committee understands that the Army believes that
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) alone are enough to keep the Abrams
tank line “warm” until the 2017 time frame, based on current
world events, the committee continues to believe that reliance upon
FMS alone poses an unacceptable level of risk to our combat vehi-
cle industrial base and thus to our national security. As a result,
the committee believes that the best course of action would be a
combination of continued tank upgrades for the Abrams tank pro-
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gram and ongoing FMS; the combination of which should maintain
production lines and suppliers until the next Abrams tank upgrade
program begins. The committee acknowledges that if all FMS cases
materialize as planned, the Army may not need additional funding
in fiscal year 2015 in order to mitigate risk through the 2017 time
frame. However, according to the information provided to the com-
mittee by the Army, the committee will not know if these FMS
cases have been funded until the December 2014 time frame.

With regard to the military need for more M1A2 Abrams tank
upgrades, the committee notes that six National Guard ABCTs are
currently equipped with a less capable version of the Abrams tank.
Therefore, the committee believes that as long as the National
Guard has a less capable version of the Abrams tank, there will be
a requirement for additional modernized M1A2 Abrams tanks.

The committee recommends $120.0 million in Procurement of
Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army for the Abrams tank
upgrade program.

Hercules recovery vehicle

The budget request contained $50.5 million for the M88A2 im-
proved recovery vehicle program.

The committee is aware that in order to provide greater protec-
tion for soldiers, the Army’s current and future fleet of combat ve-
hicles has grown significantly in weight. As a result, the current
fleet of M88A1 recovery vehicles is approaching its maximum capa-
bility, and its capability will be greatly exceeded by the future fleet
of combat vehicles. The committee notes that the M88A2 is the
only vehicle that can single-handedly recover a main battle tank,
and that it was the only vehicle in the Islamic Republic of Afghani-
stan that could recover larger mine-resistant ambush-protected ve-
hicles. The committee understands that the Army has recently in-
creased the M88A2 acquisition objective to 933 systems, of which
only 749 have been funded for procurement through fiscal year
2015. The committee supports the Army’s decision to include fund-
ing in the budget request for procurement of M88A2 vehicles, but
believes additional funding is necessary to maintain production.
The committee encourages the Army to pursue a “pure fleet” strat-
egy in future budget requests.

The committee recommends $121.2 million, an increase of $70.7
million, for the M88A2 improved recovery vehicle program.

Stryker combat vehicle modifications

The budget request contained $385.1 million in Weapons and
Tracked Compact Vehicles, Army for continued procurement of up-
graded Stryker combat vehicles and $90.2 million in PE 23735A to
continue the Stryker Engineering Change Proposal (ECP) program.

The committee continues to support the Army’s Stryker program
and in particular the Double-V Hull (DVH) program that makes
Stryker one of the most survivable and mobile vehicles in the
Army’s inventory. The budget request included funding for the sec-
ond year of a 3-year procurement of DVH Strykers for a third bri-
gade set. The committee is aware the Army has a documented re-
quirement to equip all nine of its Stryker Brigade Combat Teams
with the DVH Stryker. The committee understands the Army
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wants to begin procurement of a fourth brigade set of DVH
Strykers starting in fiscal year 2016. The Army also has an un-
funded requirement to accelerate the Stryker ECP program. The
Stryker ECP effort includes increased horsepower, network integra-
tion, and other improvements. The committee notes that the Army
wants to accelerate Stryker ECP development in order to produce
DVH Strykers for the fourth brigade set that incorporate the ECP
upgrade.

The committee supports this initiative and recommends $435.1
million, an increase of $50.0 million, for Stryker procurement and
$115.2 million, an increase of $25.0 million, in PE 23735A to accel-
erate Stryker ECP development.

M9 upgrades

The committee understands the Army is preparing to competi-
tively pursue a non-developmental item, commercial-off-the-shelf
replacement handgun for the current M9 pistol. The committee
notes that the Army’s modular handgun system (MHS) is intended
to provide soldiers with improved lethality, accuracy, ergonomics,
reliability, durability, and maintainability over current systems.
While the committee supports the MHS program, the committee is
aware that there may be an upgrade configuration for the M9 that
could provide increased operational effectiveness while reducing
life-cycle costs as well as enhancing training capabilities. The com-
mittee notes that because there are approximately 240,000 M9 pis-
tols in the current inventory and that the current procurement ob-
jective for the MHS is still being determined, the committee en-
courages the Army to consider an M9 upgrade program as a poten-
tial complementary program to the MHS.

Transmission industrial base

The committee notes that the Army commissioned a comprehen-
sive assessment of the combat vehicle industrial base to better un-
derstand the issues and challenges facing the vendor industrial
base. The first phase of the assessment, which was completed last
year, identified combat vehicle transmissions as a significant area
of concern. The assessment concluded that combat vehicle trans-
missions are unique in that they not only provide power to combat
vehicles but also control braking and steering. In other words, com-
bat vehicle transmissions are entirely different than commercial
transmissions, such as those that power the military’s tactical
wheeled vehicle fleet. Although it has not been provided the Army’s
final report, the committee understands the assessment and rec-
ommends mitigation measures for the tracked combat vehicle
transmission industrial base.

The committee notes that although the Army has terminated the
Ground Combat Vehicle program, the Army has several tracked ve-
hicle programs in development or production. These include the Ar-
mored Multi-purpose Vehicle (AMPV) program, the Paladin Inte-
grated Management (PIM) program, M88 recovery vehicle program
and major upgrades called “Engineering Change Proposals” (ECP)
for both the Abrams tank and Bradley fighting vehicle. All of these
vehicles are eligible for upgraded or improved transmissions. The
committee understands there are only a few companies that
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produce transmissions for tracked combat vehicles within the
United States. Based on the results of the Army’s assessment, the
committee is concerned about the future viability of transmissions
for tracked combat vehicles based on low production rates and pro-
jected levels of funding in the out years that may not support min-
imum sustaining rates of production. The committee believes it
may be necessary to consider consolidation of production capabili-
ties through a partnership with existing suppliers.

The committee notes the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy continues to direct a
sector-by-sector, tier-by-tier review of the defense industrial base
and includes findings from that review in the annual Industrial
Base Capabilities Report to Congress, which is required by section
2504 of title 10, United States Code. However, the last annual re-
port, delivered to Congress in October 2013, did not specifically ad-
dress the committee’s concerns related to combat vehicle trans-
missions.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a report to the congressional defense committees not later
than February 15, 2015, on the combat vehicle transmission indus-
trial base. The report should not continue to summarize the chal-
lenges confronting the U.S. tracked vehicle transmission industrial
base, but should instead detail specific mitigation measures and
their implementation. Specifically, the report should include the
Army’s plans and potential funding profile that would be necessary
to procure new or improved combat vehicle transmissions for the
AMPV, PIM, M88 and Abrams and Bradley ECP programs, to in-
clude the opportunity to exploit new technologies such as electric
drives. In addition, the report should include an assessment of the
potential to begin a 2-year pilot combat vehicle transmission pro-
gram that would address the feasibility of consolidating production
capabilities through a partnership with existing and potential sup-
pliers.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $1.0 billion for
Procurement of Ammunition, Army. The committee recommends
authorization of $1.0 billion, a decrease of $23.4 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-

curement of Ammunition, Army program are identified in division
D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Munitions industrial base management

The committee notes that declining defense resources will likely
result in a smaller munitions industrial base and that efforts are
on-going to achieve a right-sized base that remains fully capable
and viable. The committee is aware of the collaborative work being
done by the Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition (SMCA)
and industry to develop management tools to help manage the in-
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dustrial base. In particular, the committee notes that the Indus-
trial Base Assessment Tool (IBAT) and the Minimum Sustaining
Rate (MSR) database will use an iterative process to enable anal-
ysis of proposed ammunition procurement to identify potential neg-
ative impacts on the viability or capability of the munitions indus-
trial base. The committee understands that avoidance of such im-
pacts is essential for a base that, although considerably smaller,
must continue to meet the many, varied needs of the military serv-
ices. To that end, the committee believes that early knowledge of
the budgetary plans of the military services would allow the SMCA
to assess the capability of the munitions industrial base to respond,
identify potential impacts, and point out alternatives for meeting
immediate needs that do not jeopardize long-term viability of the
munitions industrial base.

The committee expects the Secretary of Defense to ensure that
adequate funds are made available through the annual budget
process to develop, operate, and maintain the management tools re-
quired to support the foregoing iterative process, including but not
limited to, the IBAT and the MSR database.

M982 Excalibur program

The budget request contained $35.6 million for 416 Excalibur
precision guided artillery Ib rounds.

The M982 Excalibur round is a precision guided 155mm artillery
round that is used by the Army and the Marine Corps. The com-
mittee notes that over 745 Excalibur rounds have been used by the
Army and the Marine Corps in Operation Enduring Freedom and
Operation Iraqi Freedom with high success rates.

The committee supports the Excalibur program and believes that
this precision guided capability is a combat multiplier. The com-
mittee understands the program remains on cost and schedule with
a full-rate production decision scheduled for June 2014. The com-
mittee also understands that the Army is now procuring the Excal-
ibur Ib round, which has significantly decreased program costs,
while also providing increased performance and reliability. The
committee notes the Army is currently conducting a comprehensive
precision fires capability portfolio review and that the total pro-
curement objective for Excalibur rounds could increase in future
years. The committee encourages the Army to consider, as part of
this precision fires capability portfolio review, the advisability and
feasibility of replacing the current inventory of Excalibur Ia-1 and
Ia—2 rounds with Ib rounds.

The committee recommends $35.6 million, the full amount of the
request, for the procurement of Excalibur Ib rounds.

Utilization of Armament Retooling and Manufacturing Support ini-
tiative

In the committee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, the com-
mittee directed the Secretary of the Army to provide a report on
potential improvements to the Armament Retooling and Manufac-
turing Support (ARMS) program initiative. The committee has not
received this report and understands the Secretary of the Army
plans to deliver it in June 2014.
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The committee continues to believe the Army’s Government-
owned ammunition plants are critical to the Nation’s readiness and
to equipping the U.S. Armed Forces. The committee understands
the ARMS program was created to allow the Army to rent to com-
mercial companies portions of its Army Ammunition Plants (AAPSs)
that were not being used in production. The committee notes that
revenues from the property rental are used to pay for the oper-
ation, maintenance and environmental clean-up at the facilities,
and that the savings in overhead cost lowers the production cost
of the goods manufactured, as well as funds the environmental
clean-up at no cost to the taxpayer. The committee understands the
following AAPs are participating in the ARMS program: Haw-
thorne Army Depot, Holston AAP, Iowa AAP, Lake City AAP,
Milan AAP, Radford AAP, and Scranton AAP. The committee en-
courages the Army to maximize available capacity at these AAPs.
For example, the committee notes that Milan AAP is using over
800,000 square feet for ARMS activities.

The committee encourages the Secretary of the Army to continue
to effectively utilize the ARMS program, and encourages the Army
to find new and effective ways to improve upon cooperation and co-
ordination among the Army, property managers, commercial inter-
ests, local and state agencies, and local economic development orga-
nizations to promote effective utilization of ARMS.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $4.9 billion for
Other Procurement, Army. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $4.7 billion, a decrease of $192.4 million, for fiscal year
2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Other
Procurement, Army program are identified in division D of this
Act.

Items of Special Interest

Army ultra-light reconnaissance robot programs

In the committee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, the com-
mittee directed the Secretary of the Army to provide a report on
the advisability and feasibility of incorporating ultra-light recon-
naissance robot (ULRR) capability as an enduring requirement.
The report submitted to the committee by the Secretary stated that
the current Army Unmanned Systems Management Plan validated
the advisability of developing a variety of ULRR sensors to operate
at the lowest tactical levels as part of an enduring requirement for
all Active and Reserve Component units. In addition, the Sec-
retary’s report noted that tactical micro-robotic systems could free
soldiers from direct exposure to a multitude of lethal threats across
a host of common, squad-level mission sets. However, the report
also noted some technical challenges, including radio frequency
spectrum issues involved in systems used during Operation Endur-
ing Freedom, once back in the United States.
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Given the substantial investment in ULRR by the Army to-date
and the conclusions provided in the report, the committee encour-
ages the Army to transition ULRR into a formal program-of-record
so that any technical, logistical, or training issues associated with
incorporation of ULRR into Army units may be resolved.

Body armor industrial base risk mitigation

The committee understands that the body armor industrial base
includes the combat helmet industrial base, soft armor industrial
base, and hard body armor industrial base. In the committee report
(H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the committee directed the Secretary
of the Army to provide an assessment of the long term sustainment
requirements for the body armor industrial base, to include supply
chains for combat helmets, soft armor, and hard armor compo-
nents. The committee received this assessment in March 2014.

The committee understands that the military services would pre-
fer to maintain at least two viable industrial base vendors for each
area of the industrial base in order to mitigate serious risk, main-
tain competition for better body armor technology, as well as to re-
tain required surge capacity. The committee is concerned that cur-
rent funding profiles may not allow for two viable vendors in each
area. The committee understands that without additional resources
or additional contracts the industrial base would default to only
one supplier in August 2015. The committee understands that spe-
cialty materials such as ballistic fibers and ceramics are raw mate-
rial building blocks for body armor systems, and that few profitable
applications for these materials exist outside of Department of De-
fense body armor programs. While foreign military sales (FMS)
could offer industry an additional means for the manufacture and
sale of various body armor components, there has been limited
FMS interest from foreign countries.

Based on this required assessment, as well as other assessments
the committee has reviewed from the Defense Logistics Agency, the
committee understands that there is significant risk to the hard
armor industrial base both in the near-term and the long-term. The
committee is concerned that the two qualified manufacturers are
producing at below minimum sustaining rates, and that this could
jeopardize their financial stability and viability beginning in fiscal
year 2015. The committee also notes that one of the hard armor
vendors is the sole supplier of a particular ceramic raw material to
the Department of Defense and believes that the Department of
Defense may lose the capability to meet surge requirements begin-
ning in fiscal year 2015. The committee is concerned that once a
capability, such as hard body armor, disappears and production
lines are dismantled, it is projected that it would take at least 18
months to reconstitute that capability.

Elsewhere in this Act, the committee recommends an increase of
$80.0 million in operation and maintenance, Army, to help mitigate
risk to the hard armor industrial base and maintain two viable
vendors.
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Tactical generator recapitalization

The committee is aware that generators are the biggest con-
sumers of diesel fuel in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan for the
Army and Marine Corps. Given Department of Defense directives
to reduce costs through increased fuel efficiency, the committee
supports service decisions to procure next generation tactical gen-
erators like the Advanced Medium Mobile Power Sources
(AMMPS), which could produce over 20 percent greater fuel effi-
ciency and 40 percent greater reliability than the current fleet of
Tactical Quiet Generators (TQGs). The committee understands that
when the AMMPS fleet is fully deployed and operating, the Depart-
ment of Defense estimates it will realize an annual savings of
$745.0 million and 52.0 million gallons of diesel fuel over TQGs.

The committee expects the military services to consider robust
goals for increased fuel efficiency and reliability as part of any tac-
tical generator recapitalization strategy. Therefore, the committee
directs the Secretary of Defense to brief the congressional defense
committees no later than November 3, 2014 on service plans to re-
capitalize tactical generator systems, associated fuel efficiency and
reliability targets, and the financial impact that achieving these
targets would have on fuel expenditures.

Family of heavy tactical vehicles

The budget request contained $28.4 million for the family of
heavy tactical vehicles (FHTV). The budget request also contained
$89.2 million for the Palletized Load System (PLS) Extended Serv-
ice Program (ESP). The budget request contained no funding for
the Heavy Expanded Mobile Tactical Truck (HEMTT) extended
service program (ESP).

The committee notes with concern that the budget request in-
cluded no funding for the HEMTT ESP within the FHTV program.
As noted elsewhere in this report, the committee is concerned
about the long-term viability of the tactical wheeled vehicle indus-
trial base. The committee notes the Army had originally pro-
grammed $250.0 million for HEMTT ESP over the Future Years
Defense Program, but that funding has now been reinvested into
other outstanding, higher-priority requirements within FHTV, no-
tably the PLS ESP. The committee understands that there still re-
mains at least a 3-year requirement for HEMTT ESP.

The committee is aware that based on the HEMTT ESP require-
ment identified in previous Army budget submissions, the Sec-
retary of the Army does plan to include funding for HEMTT ESP
in the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) budget request for
fiscal year 2015. While the actual timing of the submission of the
OCO budget request is still uncertain, the committee believes addi-
tional funding would be required to help maintain balance in the
heavy tactical wheeled vehicle industrial base.

The committee recommends $50.0 million, an increase of $50.0
million, for continued production of HEMTT ESP vehicles.

Family of medium tactical vehicles

The budget request contained no funds for the family of medium
tactical vehicles (FMTVs).
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The committee is concerned about the current and future viabil-
ity of the tactical wheeled vehicle industrial base. The committee
is concerned that while budget request justification materials indi-
cate that no funding is required for new FMTV procurement in fis-
cal year 2015 and fiscal year 2016, the out-year funding requests
include $248.9 million and $249.1 million in fiscal year 2017 and
fiscal year 2018, respectively. The committee believes that this
strategy of stopping and restarting mature production lines is inef-
ficient and problematic for the medium tactical wheeled vehicle in-
dustrial base.

The committee believes that smooth and predictable funding lev-
els, and not abrupt and large swings in funding and production re-
quirements, would result in the best outcome for taxpayers, the in-
dustrial base, the military services, and, ultimately, the warfighter.
The committee recommends mitigating any unnecessary breaks in
FMTV production, and where possible, encourages the Army to
maintain at least minimum sustaining rates of production. The
committee understands the Secretary of the Army has requested
additional funding for new FMTV production in the Overseas Con-
tingency Operations (OCO) budget request. The committee believes
that these funds would help to mitigate some breaks in FMTV pro-
duction, but notes that there is uncertainty over the timing of the
0OCO budget request. The committee believes the Army should re-
align the current funding profile for FMTV production across the
Future Years Defense Program.

The committee recommends $50.0 million, an increase of $50.0
million, for continued production of new FMTVs.

Military combat eye protection program

The budget request contained no funds for a military combat eye
protection program.

The committee notes that requests for military combat eyewear
are usually included in the Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) Over-
seas Contingency Operations (OCO) budget request, which is based
on providing RFI equipment to all deploying soldiers. The com-
mittee has not yet received the OCO budget request for fiscal year
2015. The committee understands the RFI leverages current pro-
grams, lessons learned from Operation Enduring Freedom and Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom, as well as commercial-off-the-shelf tech-
nology to give soldiers increased survivability, lethality, and mobil-
ity. The committee expects funding for military combat eyewear to
be requested through the OCO budget request.

The committee understands the Army’s military combat eye pro-
tection program was developed to ensure a standardized level of
ballistic and environmental performance for protective eyewear.
The committee understands the Army has created an Authorized
Protective Eyewear List (APEL) that allows Program Executive Of-
fice-Soldier to offer more choices in combat ballistic eyewear, which
improves soldier acceptance and use of protective eyewear.

The committee commends the Army for establishing the APEL,
encourages the continued rapid fielding of ballistic protective
eyewear to all military personnel so that they can “train as they
fight”, as well as to provide protection against a wide array of
threats while deployed and in training. The committee encourages



24

the Secretaries of the military departments to consider the poten-
tial training and operational benefits of issuing combat protective
eyewear to all basic military trainees.

Mine-resistant ambush-protected vehicles

The budget request contained $14.7 million for mine-resistant
ambush-protected (MRAP) vehicle modifications.

The committee recognizes that mine-resistant ambush-protected
vehicles were rapidly procured to address critical warfighter re-
quirements in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and the Repub-
lic of Iraq. The committee notes these vehicles proved invaluable at
protecting military service personnel from improvised explosive de-
vices, and saved lives. The committee understands that current
MRAP vehicle quantities exceed future requirements set forth by
the military services. The committee recognizes the military serv-
ices have carefully considered current and future requirements, as
well as their ability to man, equip, train, and sustain MRAP vehi-
cles to determine which vehicles should be retained as part of their
enduring capability of protected mobility, route clearance, and Ex-
plosive Ordnance Disposal platforms. The committee understands
the military services will retain the most capable MRAP vehicles
to meet military operational and training needs.

The committee notes that approximately 13,000 excess MRAP ve-
hicles will first be offered to other U.S. Government entities and
then to potential foreign military sales (FMS) or excess defense ar-
ticle (EDA) customers. The committee understands that if there are
no U.S. Government, FMS, or EDA claimants, the vehicles will fol-
low approved disposition procedures for demilitarization.

The committee believes there may be some operational value in
using MRAP vehicles as mobile command posts at echelons above
brigade. Therefore, the committee directs the Chief of Staff of the
Army to provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices not later than February 13, 2015, on the advisability and feasi-
bility of using MRAP vehicles as part of current mobile command
post modernization strategies. The briefing should include the fol-
lowing:

(1) An assessment of the potential cost savings, manpower re-
quirement reductions, and other associated operations and mainte-
nance savings;

(2) The status and results of vehicle testing to meet the goals of
mobile command post modernization;

(3) An assessment of the current status of command vehicle con-
figurations, including age of the vehicles, number of vehicles re-
quired, manpower requirements per command post, and guidance
on active fielding timelines for replacement vehicles; and

(4) The suitability, cost, and cost avoidance available through
adaptive reuse of existing vehicles, including the MRAP vehicle.

Personal dosimetry for protection in Chemical Biological Radio-
logical Nuclear and Explosive environments

The committee remains concerned about the increasing prolifera-
tion of Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear and Explosive
(CBRNE) Weapons of Mass Destruction, and believes that main-
taining adequate modern protective equipment is of critical impor-
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tance for the safety of U.S. forces in CBRNE environments. The
committee notes that in regard to radiological hazards, accurate do-
simetry is critical to the forecast of type, severity, and expected
time of onset of symptoms, information needed to predict a person’s
fitness for duty, and the provision of combat readiness information.
The committee notes that the Department of the Army last vali-
dated a requirement for Individual Personal Dosimeters in 1975.
However, the nuclear and radiological threat environment facing
the Joint Force has changed dramatically over the past four dec-
ades and dosimeter technology has also improved. The committee
is aware of efforts within the Department of Defense to develop a
Joint Personal Dosimeter (JPD) and validate an updated require-
ment for the JPD. The committee understands that the JPD is ex-
pected to enter miestone C late in fiscal year 2015. The committee
is concerned, however, that procuring JPDs to replace legacy Army
systems will not begin until 2020, at the earliest. In addition, the
committee notes that the Army currently has nearly 8,500 legacy
systems programmed for replacement.

Therefore, the committee encourages the Army to begin JPD pro-
curement to replace legacy Army systems as soon after the mile-
stone C decision as the availability of funds will allow. Further-
more, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to provide a
briefing to the committee by September 1, 2014, on the status of
the JPD program and the efforts to validate an updated dosimetry
requirement for the JPD. The briefing should include any rec-
ommendations that the Secretary has to begin procurement of
JPDs earlier than 2020.

Replacement of Enhanced Position Location Reporting system

The committee notes that the Army currently has a mix of bri-
gade combat teams (BCTs) with different tactical communications
architectures, with most Army BCTs equipped with the Blue Force
Tracker system. Some Army units, and elements of the Navy, the
Marine Corps, and the Air Force still use the Enhanced Position
Location Reporting system (EPLRS) for certain communications
functions. In addition, some allied nations also use EPLRS. The
committee understands that the Army intends to retire the remain-
ing EPLRS systems it uses between fiscal years 2014-17.

Overall, the committee supports the Army’s plan to modernize its
tactical communications network. However, the committee is con-
cerned about the potential impact the retirement that the EPLRS
system may have on the Army’s ability to operate effectively in
joint and combined operations. Therefore, the committee directs the
Secretary of the Army to provide a briefing to the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services not later than October 1, 2014, on the
details of the Army’s plan to retire the EPLRS system. The briefing
should address any potential joint or combined operational issues
with other military services and allied nations that may result
from the Army retiring the system while it remains in use. In addi-
tion, the briefing should be coordinated with the appropriate Joint
Staff offices that oversee requirements in the area of tactical com-
munications.
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AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $13.1 billion
for Aircraft Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $13.5 billion, an increase of $411.6 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Aircraft
Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

EA-18G Stretch

The committee understands and supports the Department of the
Navy’s requirement for additional airborne electronic attack (AEA)
aircraft; based on the Department’s Congressional testimony and
formal war fighting campaign analysis. Controlling the electro-
magnetic spectrum is paramount to strike capability in future con-
tested environments. The EA-18G Growler provides full spectrum
capabilities for the Navy and Joint Forces. However, the Depart-
ment insufficiently funded the Growler requirement, threatening
shutdown of the manufacturing line. In concert with the procure-
ment of 5 Growlers in FY15, the committee encourages the Chief
of Naval Operations to utilize the Advanced Procurement funds for
F/A-18 E/F aircraft in FY14 ($75 million) to extend the production
line to a minimum production rate of 2 aircraft per month. This ex-
tended production will ensure an AEA manufacturing line is in
place for future procurement. The committee directs the Depart-
ment of the Navy to brief the House Committee on Armed Services
by September 1, 2014 on the ability to extend the production line
to a minimum production rate of 2 aircraft per month. The com-
mittee urges the Navy to provide the necessary funds to fulfill its
AEA requirement in Fiscal Year 2016, and if needed, beyond.

H-1 engine program upgrade

The budget request contained $45.0 million for H-1 upgrades,
but included no funding to upgrade the AH-1Z’s legacy T700-401
engine to the T700-401C configuration.

The T700-401C engine is used in the Marine Corps’ AH-1Z and
UH-1Y helicopters, has unique parts and provides improved power
compared to the older T700—401 engine. The committee notes that
the Marine Corps plans to procure 189 AH-1Z helicopters, and un-
derstands that 36 of those aircraft are not currently planned to be
upgraded with T700-401C engines. The committee further under-
stands that having 2 different engines for the fleet of 180 AH-1Zs
will result in a reduction of available helicopters since the T700—
401 engine is becoming increasingly obsolete.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than September 19, 2014, on the Marine Corps’ plan for ei-
ther upgrading the 36 AH-1Z helicopters to the T700-401C engine
configuration, or how the Marine Corps plans to incorporate the 36
AH-17Z helicopters with the T700—401 engine into the AH-1Z fleet
with maintenance and logistic support.
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MQ-8 Fire Scout

The budget request contained $40.7 million for MQ-8 Fire Scout
procurement.

The MQ-8 Fire Scout is vertical take-off and landing unmanned
aerial vehicle (VTUAV) which provides real-time and non-real time
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) data to tactical
users without the use of manned aircraft or reliance on limited the-
ater or national assets. The committee notes that the budget re-
quest contained no funds for procurement of MQ-8 Fire Scout
VTUAVs, but contained funds for procurement of MQ—8 control sta-
tions, ancillary equipment, training equipment, support equipment,
technical support and logistics, which are critically needed to outfit
the ships on which the MQ-8 is deployed.

While the committee supports the budget request, it is dis-
appointed that the Department of the Navy has chosen not to fund
procurement of aerial vehicles in fiscal year 2015. The committee
continues to view the MQ-8 VTUAV as a critical ISR asset and en-
courages the Department of the Navy to fully execute its fiscal year
2015 budget request, and include the procurement of additional
MQ-8 VTUAVs in the budget request for fiscal year 2016 as well
as in subsequent years.

MV=-22 carrier onboard delivery

The committee understands that the Department of the Navy
has conducted an assessment of whether the MV-22 could be used
to replace the C—2A Greyhound aircraft currently performing the
carrier onboard delivery (COD) mission for the Department of the
Navy. The committee further understands that the MV-22’s unique
combination of speed, range, and vertical agility creates possibili-
ties for transforming the way that carrier onboard delivery is ac-
complished.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than October 24, 2014, on the Department of the Navy’s as-
sessment of the MV-22 to perform the COD mission, any analysis
of alternatives accomplished to replace the C—2A aircraft, key per-
formance parameters required of a C—2A replacement aircraft,
health and status of the C—2A fleet, and the current schedule to
procure a C—2A Greyhound replacement aircraft.

UH-1 Mobile Aircrew Restraint System retrofits

The committee understands that aircrew members have been
ejected from helicopters and seriously injured during crashes and
hard landings. The committee notes that the Mobile Aircrew Re-
straint System (MARS) is a device developed and designed to pre-
vent highly mobile aircrew from being ejected during a crash event
and to provide fall protection when working near open aircraft
doors or hatches. The committee encourages the Marine Corps to
use available funding to procure and install additional MARS Kkits
in Marine Corps UH-1Y and other aircraft.
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WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $3.2 billion for
Weapons Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends author-
ization of $3.3 billion, an increase of $63.0 million, for fiscal year
2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Weap-
ons Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this
Act.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $771.9 million
for Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps. The com-
mittee recommends authorization of $771.9 million, full funding of
the request, for fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-
curement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps program are
identified in division D of this Act.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $14.4 billion
for Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy. The committee rec-
ommends authorization of $15.1 billion, an increase of $659.6 mil-
lion, for fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Ship-
building and Conversion, Navy program are identified in division
D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Integrated communication systems

The committee is aware that advances in technology have en-
abled the development and fielding of integrated communications
systems that combine the capabilities of legacy platforms, including
Integrated Voice Communications System, Tactical Variant Switch
and Secure Voice System, into a single system. Examples in the
U.S. inventory include the U.S. Coast Guard’s newly fielded Na-
tional Security and Fast Response Cutter program.

The committee recognizes that the combination of legacy systems
into one system has the potential to reduce acquisition and mainte-
nance costs while simplifying training and providing increased
operational effectiveness to ship commanders and crews. These
benefits apply to both retrofit of legacy platforms and the outfitting
of new platforms.

The committee encourages the Navy to examine these new inte-
grated communications systems, and if proven cost effective and
beneficial, to consider changing program requirements to specify
the use of such systems.
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Joint High Speed Vessel

The committee is aware of the premium that the Department of
Defense places on the ability of U.S. military forces to deploy quick-
ly to a full spectrum of engagements. In addition, the Department
values the ability of U.S. forces to debark and embark in a wide
range of port environments, from modern to austere.

The committee notes that the Joint High Speed Vessel (JHSV),
crewed by Military Sealift Command mariners, has demonstrated
the ability to transport military forces, as well as humanitarian re-
lief personnel and materiel, in a manner that is responsive,
deployable, agile, versatile, and sustainable. The USNS Spearhead
(JHSV-1) is currently deployed to the U.S. 6th Fleet area of re-
sponsibility.

The JHSV is designed to transport 600 short tons of military
cargo 1,200 nautical miles at an average speed of 35 knots in sea
state 3. JHSVs support Navy Expeditionary Combat Command and
riverine forces, theater cooperating missions, Seabees, and Marine
Corps and Army transportation. The original procurement objective
for the JHSV was 18 ships. This procurement number was lowered
to 10 JHSVs as part of the budget request for fiscal year 2013.

The committee notes that the JHSV has the ability to support
multiple branches of the military services, provide high-speed
intra-theater sealift, operate in littoral environments and austere
port environments, and support humanitarian and disaster relief
activities. The committee also notes that the ship’s construction
line is still operational. For these reasons, the committee directs
the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report to the congressional
defense committees by April 1, 2015, on the operational benefits
and cost savings associated with continuing to procure JHSVs. The
report should specifically address the costs and benefits of buying
the eight additional JHSVs that were originally part of the pro-
gram.

Littoral Combat Ship

The committee is concerned about the survivability, lethality and
endurance of the Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), as noted by
the Government Accountability Office and others. In February
2014, after reviewing preliminary assessments and evaluations of
the LCS, the Secretary of Defense reduced the total number of LCS
seaframes to 32 from the planned procurement of 52 and also di-
rected the Navy to submit alternate proposals to procure “a capable
and lethal small surface combatant generally consistent with the
capabilities of a frigate.” The Secretary noted the importance of not
only presence but capability and power projection as the foundation
of the Navy’s effectiveness and directed the Navy to study options
to include a completely new design, existing ship designs (including
the LCS), and a modified LCS. The Chief of Naval Operations has
directed a Small Surface Combatant Task Force to report on these
results by July 31, 2014.

Therefore, the committee directs the Comptroller General of the
United States to provide a report to the congressional defense com-
mittees by April 1, 2015, that examines the Department of the
Navy’s study and its implications for the procurement of future
small surface combatants. This report should assess:



30

(1) The study’s methodologies and key assumptions;

(2) Any alternate ship design(s) and modifications to the Littoral
Combat Ship that the Navy evaluated, including expectations of
cost, schedule, and requirements; and

(3) The extent to which the study was consistent with the ap-
proach of a formal analysis of alternatives, as set forth in the De-
partment of Defense acquisition policy.

Mobile Landing Platform Afloat Forward Staging Base

The committee notes that the most recent 30-year shipbuilding
plan projects a requirement for a third Mobile Landing Platform
(MLP) Afloat Forward Staging Base (AFSB) variant ship in fiscal
year 2017. Full funding for the second MLP AFSB ship was pro-
vided in fiscal year 2014. No advance procurement funds for the
third MLP AFSB ship are currently programmed in either fiscal
year 2015 or fiscal year 2016. Considering the expanded require-
ment for the MLP AFSB variant ships and the success of the ongo-
ing shipbuilding program, the committee is concerned that a 3-year
procurement gap between ships will increase costs, impact the in-
dustrial base, and delay delivery of important capabilities. There-
fore, the committee encourages the Secretary of the Navy to ex-
plore possible approaches to minimize a production break between
ships, including advance procurement funding, for the third AFSB
ship.

Moored Training Ship

The budget request contained $801.7 million in Shipbuilding and
Conversion, Navy, for the Moored Training Ship program.

The committee notes that the Moored Training Ship program is
intended to convert two decommissioned nuclear attack submarines
into training platforms for nuclear propulsion crew members. The
committee also notes that this program has experienced a $556.8
million cost overrun for the two conversions compared to fiscal year
2014 budget projections, and that this represents an 34 percent
cost increase. The committee further notes that $229.7 million of
this cost increase is included in the fiscal year 2015 budget request.
While the committee understands that the Moored Training Ship
program is not a formal acquisition program, the committee re-
mains concerned that the 34 percent cost increase would be signifi-
cantly over the critical cost growth threshold for major defense ac-
quisition programs, established pursuant to section 2433, title 10,
United States Code, also known as a “Nunn-McCurdy breach”. As
a result, elsewhere in this Act, the committee includes a provision
that would require a review to be provided to Congress similar to
that required for a “Nunn-McCurdy breach”.

The committee recommends $572.0 million, a decrease of $229.7
million, in shipbuilding and conversion, Navy, for the Moored
Training Ship program.

National Defense Sealift Fund

The committee notes that the Navy is proposing to disestablish
the National Defense Sealift Fund (NDSF) and, as part of this, is
proposing to shift funding for new construction ships from the
NDSF to the Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy (SCN) account.
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NDSF was created by section 1077 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484) in part to
fund new ship construction related to Department of Defense sea-
lift ships and was later amended to permit the funding of new con-
struction Navy auxiliary ships. NDSF is not a procurement ac-
count, but a revolving fund, and appropriations made available to
the fund are not executed in the same way as dollars made avail-
able to SCN. In addition, new-construction ships funded through
the NDSF, unlike SCN-funded ships, must have certain major com-
ponents manufactured in the United States. The committee is con-
cerned that transferring appropriations from NDSF to SCN for cer-
tain ships could result in potential cost increases as well as a re-
duction in major shipboard components that are manufactured in
the United States.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to re-
view the proposal to disestablish the NDSF and the budget rec-
ommendation to appropriate new construction Navy auxiliary ships
through the SCN account. The Secretary is directed to prepare a
report to the congressional defense committees by March 1, 2015,
detailing how the Navy would proceed if the NDSF were disestab-
lished, how the Navy would ensure that there would be no cost in-
creases, and how the Navy would plan to maximize the use of
major shipboard components manufactured in the United States in
the construction of Department of Defense sealift and Navy auxil-
iary ships.

Shipbuilding warranties and guarantees

The committee notes that the Government Accountability Office
recently reported that the Navy continues to accept delivery of
ships with large numbers of deficiencies. Depending on the contract
type under which the ships were constructed, the Government may
share a significant portion of the costs associated with fixing these
deficiencies. In order to better assess the magnitude of this issue,
the committee directs the Comptroller General of the United States
to submit a report to the congressional defense committees by Octo-
ber 1, 2015, on the efficacy of warranties, guarantees, and other
such mechanisms that are used in U.S. shipbuilding programs.
This report should have a particular focus on:

(1) The extent to which these mechanisms are used in Govern-
ment and commercial shipbuilding programs;

(2) How the Government assigns responsibility for a defect and
corrects such problems; and

(3) The extent to which these mechanisms may reduce the Gov-
ernment’s exposure to additional costs resulting from defective
workmanship or equipment.

Surface ship test platform

The committee notes that the Manta test platform concept has
been successfully used to evaluate submarine sensors at a greatly
reduced cost compared to using a full-size submarine for test and
evaluation. The committee believes that a similar surface ship test
system could be utilized to test and evaluate existing and emerging
sonar systems for surface ships. Therefore, the committee directs
the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report to the congressional
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defense committees by March 1, 2015, to include a cost-benefit as-
sessment of designing and fabricating a purpose-built surface ship
test craft that could be utilized to test and evaluate existing and
emerging sonar systems for surface ships.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $6.0 billion for
Other Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $6.2 billion, an increase of $222.3 million, for fiscal year
2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Other
Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this Act.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $983.4 million
for Procurement, Marine Corps. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $958.2 million, a decrease of $25.1 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-
curement, Marine Corps program are identified in division D of
this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Marine Corps Video Scout MC /3 System

The committee supports the potential procurement and rapid
fielding of the Marine Corps Video Scout MC/3 Remote Video View-
ing Terminal (RVVT) to provide full motion video communications
and improve tactical processing exploitation and dissemination ca-
pability. The committee notes that RVVT systems allow viewing
and exploitation of video and metadata from multiple unmanned
air, ground, surface, sub-surface systems. The committee under-
stands that the Video Scout MC/3 RVVT program is intended to be
an element of the Marine Corps air operations command and con-
trol system and is intended to increase Marine Corps intelligence,
surveillance, reconnaissance and direct fire effectiveness through
improved software capability, two-way communications, and smart
antenna capability.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $11.5 billion
for Aircraft Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends
authorization of $11.4 billion, a decrease of $122.7 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.
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Items of Special Interest

Air National Guard MQ-1/MQ-9 ground-based sense and avoid
systems

The committee acknowledges that the operating configuration
and equipment for Air National Guard (ANG) MQ-1/9 units, along
with international and Federal aviation safety requirements, may
limit the ability to operate in international and domestic airspace
outside of military restricted areas. MQ-1/9 flight operations re-
quire specific, International Civil Aviation Organization, Federal
Aviation Administration, or foreign authority approval which re-
stricts the aircraft to insufficient airspace, and specific or limited
routing and altitudes. Such restrictions prevent optimal aircrew
training and degrade operational flexibility during Federal and
state missions. However, the committee notes that the Department
of Defense has made significant progress developing ground-based
sense and avoid (GBSAA) systems, and that the Department of the
Army is expected to begin GBSAA operations at five locations in
fiscal year 2015. The committee believes that ANG MQ-1/9 oper-
ations centers configured with a GBSAA system could improve and
expedite the assimilation of the MQ-1/9 into operations in both
international and domestic airspace, and encourages the Depart-
ment of the Air Force to work with the Department of the Army
to deploy GBSAA systems where appropriate.

Battlefield Airborne Communications Node program

The committee notes that the Department of the Air Force Bat-
tlefield Airborne Communication Node (BACN) program has been
an effective program fielded through rapid acquisition authorities
to support Operation Enduring Freedom, Operation Iraqi Freedom,
and Operation New Dawn. The BACN program currently uses EQ-
4B and E-11A aircraft to host the BACN communications relay
system. The committee is concerned, however, that in the absence
of continued Overseas Contingency Operations funding that the
program may be at risk.

Therefore, the committee encourages the Secretary of the Air
Force to rapidly transition the BACN program to a base budget
program of record to ensure that this capability is maintained in
the Department of the Air Force for the long term.

C-130H Avionics Modernization Program and propulsion system
upgrades

The budget request contained $35.9 million for C—130H aircraft
modifications, but contained no funding for the Avionics Mod-
ernization Program (AMP) or propulsion system upgrades.

The committee notes that the 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) states that the Air Force will maintain 300 combat-coded C—
130H and C-130dJ aircraft in the tactical airlift fleet inventory to
support requirements and objectives in support of the 2012 Defense
Strategic Guidance. In the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2014 (Public Law 113-66) and the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 2014 (division C of Public Law 113-76),
Congress authorized and appropriated $47.7 million for AMP and
$41.7 million for propulsion system upgrades.
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The committee is disappointed that the Secretary of the Air
Force invested nearly $1.5 billion of taxpayer dollars for engineer-
ing, manufacturing, development, and testing of the C-130H AMP
program, but has no plans to continue procurement and installa-
tion of C-130H AMP onto C-130H aircraft. In addition, the com-
mittee notes that the Secretary has no plans to modernize or up-
grade the C-130H propulsion system in order to increase reli-
ability, capability, fuel efficiency and on-wing time of the engine,
as well as decrease the overall cost and maintenance burden of the
current propulsion system. The Secretary has not provided the
committee with a coherent plan for fleet-wide recapitalization of
the C—130H fleet or explained how the Air Force plans to maintain
medium-sized intra-theater airlift capacity and capability within
both the Active and Reserve Components. The committee under-
stands that the cost to continue the C-130 AMP program, as com-
pared to the costs to individually complete modernization and up-
grade requirements to keep the C-130H aircraft capable and rel-
evant, are roughly the same. However, the committee believes that
by failing to take actions to modernize the C-130H fleet in the very
near term with C-130 AMP and propulsion systems upgrades, re-
capitalization costs, mitigation of obsolescence and diminishing
manufacturing sources costs, or operating and sustainment costs
will become so cost prohibitive in the future that the only course
of action available to the Secretary will result in the divestiture of
the C-130H aircraft from the Air Force inventory. Knowing that
the majority of the C—130H fleet resides within the Reserve Com-
ponents of the Air Force and that the C—130H should remain reli-
able, capable, and relevant to meeting current and future
warfighter needs, the committee is concerned with the approach
that the Secretary has taken with regard to the lack of robust mod-
ernization and upgrade of C—130H aircraft, if the aircraft is to have
a service-life through 2040 as currently planned. Furthermore, C—
130 AMP is estimated to reduce total ownership costs of the C—
130H fleet by over 25 percent as compared to not modernizing the
aircraft. The committee believes that if the Secretary is willing to
expend at least $3.2 billion for two new presidential aircraft to
achieve a benefit of a modernized and digital cockpit for the air-
crew to execute an important mission in a benign flight environ-
ment, the Secretary should apply similar logic by spending signifi-
cantly less than $3.2 billion for 179 C-130H aircraft that would
provide a modernized and digital cockpit for C—130 aircrews that
are required to tactically employ in more strenuous and dangerous
flight conditions.

Elsewhere in this Act, the committee includes a provision that
would preserve the $1.5 billion taxpayer investment in the C-130
AMP program and would prohibit the Secretary from canceling the
C-130 AMP program. Further, the committee directs the Secretary
of the Air Force to notify the congressional defense committees at
any time the combat-coded fleet of C~130H and C-130J aircraft de-
creases below the 300 combat-coded aircraft prescribed in the 2014
Quadrennial Defense Review. Finally, the committee directs the
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) and the Secretary of the
Air Force to immediately obligate authorized appropriations pro-
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Xile/led in fiscal year 2013 and fiscal year 2014 to continue C-130
P.

Therefore, the committee recommends $109.7 million, an in-
crease of $73.8 million, for C-~130H propulsion system propeller
and engine control upgrades, continued acquisition and installation
of C-130 AMP kits, and no funding to begin an alternative commu-
nications, navigation, surveillance and air traffic management
(CNS/ATM) system program.

F-16 block 40/50 mission training centers

The budget request contained no funds for the procurement of F—
16 block 40/50 mission training centers for the Air National Guard.

An F-16 block 40/50 mission training center (MTC) is a distrib-
uted mission operations-capable flight simulator for F-16 block 40
and 50 weapon systems. Each MTC includes high-fidelity simulator
cockpits, instructor operator stations, a threat server, and briefing
and debriefing capability. Each MTC is also capable of linking to
geographically distributed high-fidelity combat and combat support
training devices, including command and control and intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance systems. This capability allows
warfighters at home station to exercise and train at the operational
and strategic levels of war as well as to conduct networked unit-
level training.

The committee notes that F—16 block 40/50 MTCs are currently
planned in the continental United States for Hill Air Force Base
(AFB) in Utah, Shaw AFB in South Carolina, and Holloman AFB
in New Mexico. The committee understands that other F-16 block
40 or 50 pilots located in the continental United States would need
to travel to one of the three MTC locations, and believes that locat-
ing two additional MTCs in the Midwestern United States would
save travel costs and make the F-16 block 40/50 MTC more avail-
able to Active Duty, Reserve and Air National Guard F-16 block
40 and 50 pilots, resulting in decreased travel costs and enhanced
readiness.

Therefore, the committee encourages the Secretary of the Air
Force to budget for two additional MTCs which would be located
gt F-16 Air National Guard units in the Midwestern United

tates.

F-16 modernization

The budget request contained $133.1 million in PE 27133F for
development of F-16 capabilities, but contained no funds for the
development of the combat avionics programmed extension suite
(CAPES), development of the computer modular receiver exciter
(C-MoRE), or for development of the scalable agile beam radar
(SABR) upgrade.

CAPES would upgrade the F-16 blocks 40, 42, 50, and 52 with
a new active electronically-scanned array (AESA) radar, a new
electronic warfare system, an integrated broadcast system, and a
center display unit. The CAPES upgrade would increase the F-16’s
survivability against emerging threats. C-MoRE is a reliability im-
provement demonstration program for the APG—68(V1) radar of the
Air National Guard’s F-16 block 30 aircraft fleet that would dem-
onstrate an electronic system upgrade while retaining the radar’s
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mechanically-scanned array. SABR is an F-16 radar modernization
program that would replace the mechanically-scanned array with
an AESA radar that would enhance F—16 mission capabilities, pro-
vide improved electronic protection, and provide a three-fold in-
crease in radar reliability.

The committee notes that the budget request proposes the can-
cellation of CAPES. While the committee is disappointed that
CAPES could not be funded, it understands that difficult choices
were required due to budget reductions. The committee under-
stands that the Department of the Air Force is reviewing future F—
16 capability upgrade options for fiscal year 2016, and believes that
the Department of the Air Force may have more affordable options
to improve the capability of the F-16 fleet. Accordingly, the com-
mittee encourages the Department of the Air Force to consider both
the C-MoRE and the SABR upgrade.

The committee further notes that the Department of the Air
Force’s 976-aircraft F—16 fleet is 50 percent of the Department’s
fighter force, and that the F—16 block 40, 42, 50, and 52 fleets are
likely to remain in the Department’s inventory for the next 15 to
20 years. The committee believes that capability upgrades to the
F-16 fleet are vitally important to address future threats. There-
fore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to provide
a report to the congressional defense committees not later than
February 16, 2015, that describes the plan for capability upgrades
to the F-16 fleet including costs by year and by appropriation,
risks of not upgrading the F—16 block 40, 42, 50, and 52 fleets with
the CAPES upgrade, and the effect of the cancellation of CAPES
on the Air National Guard’s F-16 fleet.

High-altitude intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance

Over the past 2 years, the committee has supported the Global
Hawk Block 30 high-altitude unmanned aerial system and supports
the current Department of the Air Force plan to retain the Global
Hawk Block 30 for the high-altitude intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (ISR) mission. The committee notes that the De-
partment of the Air Force has determined that Global Hawk oper-
ating costs have decreased while the Global Hawk Block 30 fleet
has flown an increased number of hours compared to previous
years in support of the combatant commanders.

While the committee was pleased that the Air Force requested
funding for Global Hawk Block 30 in the budget request for fiscal
year 2015, the committee is concerned with the Department of the
Air Force’s plan to retire the U-2 fleet in fiscal year 2016. While
the committee realizes that the Department can never fully meet
the ISR demand of combatant commanders, reasonable and nec-
essary ISR requests appear very likely to go unfilled if the current
high-altitude airborne ISR collection capabilities of the U-2 are ter-
minated. The committee notes that section 143 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Public Law 113-66)
required the Secretary of Defense, in coordination with the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to submit a report on all high-alti-
tude ISR systems. The committee has not yet received this report
and believes that any action to retire, or prepare to retire U-2 air-
craft would be premature prior to the committee’s review of the re-
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port. To ensure that no actions are taken to retire or prepare to re-
tire the U-2 aircraft in fiscal year 2015, elsewhere in this Act, the
committee includes a provision that would prohibit the obligation
or expenditure of funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act
or otherwise made available for fiscal year 2015 to make significant
changes to retire, prepare to retire, or place U-2 aircraft in storage.

The committee also notes that section 133 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81)
limits the retirement of U-2 aircraft until equal or greater ISR ca-
pability is available to commanders of the combatant commands,
and believes that the Department of the Air Force plan to retire
the entire fleet of U-2s in fiscal year 2016 is inconsistent with this
provision.

The committee supports the Department of the Air Force efforts
to upgrade the Global Hawk Block 30 aircraft to meet the require-
ments of the combatant commanders, but notes that this will take
several years beyond the planned retirement of the U-2. In light
of the known gaps, the committee has concerns with any plan that
will leave the combatant commanders with less overall capacity
and capability than they have today.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force,
in coordination with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to
provide a report to the congressional defense committees and the
congressional intelligence committees by February 16, 2015, that
would establish a phased high-altitude airborne ISR transition
plan which fields capability at the same time or before the U-2 air-
craft retirement, and which would result in equal or greater capa-
bility available to the commanders of the combatant commands.
This plan should include the costs, schedule, and identification of
fielded high-altitude ISR capability and capacity. If retirement of
the U-2 would result in decreased capability or capacity for high-
altitude reconnaissance, the report should also include the Depart-
ment of the Air Force plans to mitigate the effects of the decreased
capability or capacity.

KC-10 Aerial Refueling Aircraft Force Structure

The committee notes that the President’s request for the Future
Years Defense Program 2016-19 did not take into account Budget
Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25) sequestration level De-
partment of Defense spending limitations.

The committee understands that if the spending limitations in
Public Law 11225 are imposed on the Department of the Air Force
beyond fiscal year 2015, then additional reductions in critical capa-
bilities and aircraft force structure will likely be necessary in order
for the Department of the Air Force to comply with its share of
spending authority. The committee understands from briefings and
discussions with Air Force officials that the KC-10 Stratotanker
aircraft could succumb to sequestration impacts. The committee is
concerned that a divestment of a high-demand, low-density aircraft
such as the KC-10 could have detrimental impacts for the Depart-
ment of Defense in meeting its global reach and global power objec-
tives, as it relates to supporting the 2012 Defense Strategic Guid-
ance. The committee also notes that the Commander, U.S. Trans-
portation Command (CUSTC) has validated that the requirement
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for aerial refueling aircraft capability is 567 aircraft. The Depart-
ment of the Air Force currently has only 454 aerial refueling air-
craft, resulting in a deficit of 113 aircraft short of the CUSTC re-
quirement. The Air Force is not projected to have 567 aerial refuel-
ing tankers in its inventory, assuming that no KC-10 or KC-135
are divested, prior to delivery of the 112th KC—46 tanker aircraft
in the next decade.

Therefore, elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provi-
sion that would prohibit the Secretary of the Air Force from using
any funds or taking any action during fiscal year 2015 to divest or
transfer, or prepare to divest or transfer, any KC-10 aerial refuel-
ing aircraft of the Air Force. In addition, if the President’s request
for fiscal year 2016 proposes to divest the KC—-10 aerial refueling
aircraft from the Department of the Air Force, the committee di-
rects the Commander, U.S. Transportation Command, in coordina-
tion with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to submit to
the congressional defense committees at the time of the fiscal year
2016 budget submission, an operational risk assessment and miti-
gation strategy that evaluates the military’s ability to meet the re-
quirements and objectives stipulated in the Department’s Guidance
for Employment of the Force, the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan,
and all geographical combatant commander steady-state rotational
and warfighting surge contingency operational planning docu-
ments.

KC—46 Aerial Refueling Aircraft program

The budget request contained $1.6 billion for KC-46 Low-Rate
Initial Production Lot 1 (LRIP 1) procurement of seven aircraft.

The committee notes that the KC—46 program has been exe-
cuting to date without any requirements changes, and appreciates
the requirements discipline that the Secretary of the Air Force has
maintained since the beginning of the program. The committee
supports the KC-46 program and the capability the aircraft will
bring to the Air Force when it is eventually fielded. The committee
also realizes that fiscal efficiencies can be garnered from the pro-
gram at this point in time without a significant impact to program
execution.

Therefore, the committee recommends $1.4 billion, a decrease of
$226.1 million, for KC-46 LRIP 1 procurement of six aircraft to
support higher priorities contained elsewhere in this Act. The com-
mittee expresses that the Secretary of the Air Force should not con-
sider this as punitive action against the KC—46 program, and the
committee expects the Secretary to maintain the same Future
Years Defense Program procurement quantity of aircraft despite
the one aircraft decrease in the fiscal year 2015 budget. The com-
mittee understands from discussions with Air Force program offi-
cials that a decrease of 1 aircraft in LRIP 1 will not have a signifi-
cant impact to program execution and should not hinder the ability
for 18 KC—46 aircraft to be delivered by the contractual required
assets availability date of the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2017.
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Spare engine requirements and inventory for F-15E and F-16 air-
craft

The committee is aware that the Air Force has established a re-
quirement for 25 additional spare engines for its F-15E and F-16
aircraft fleets, as validated by the Propulsion Requirements Study
(PRS). The committee believes that, given the key role that the F-
15 and F-16 aircraft will play in meeting fighter requirements
until the F-35 aircraft is fielded in sufficient numbers, the exten-
sion of the F-15 and F-16 fleets will require a reliable base of
spare engines. The committee is concerned, however, that while the
Department of the Air Force has identified this requirement, it has
not yet taken action to fulfill it. In addition, the committee under-
stands that the F-100 production line is currently planned to ter-
minate at the end of 2016 based on current orders.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force
to provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services
by October 1, 2014, which details the Department of the Air Force’s
plan to address the unfulfilled requirement for F-15 and F-16
spare engines.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $677.4 million
for Procurement of Ammunition, Air Force. The committee rec-
ommends authorization of $677.4 million, full funding of the re-
quest, for fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-
curement of Ammunition, Air Force program are identified in divi-
sion D of this Act.

MissILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $4.7 billion for
Missile Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $4.8 billion, an increase of $132.0 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Missile
Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $16.6 billion
for Other Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $16.5 billion, a decrease of $64.0 million, for fiscal
year 2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Other
Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.
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Items of Special Interest

Air Force explosive ordnance disposal unmanned systems repairs
and upgrades

The committee notes that over the past 10 years, the Department
of the Air Force has invested in hundreds of unmanned systems to
support critical explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) missions. The
committee also notes that many of these systems are in need of re-
pair and upgrade after being used extensively in deployed environ-
ments. Therefore, the committee encourages the Secretary of the
Air Force to establish a formal acquisition program for fiscal year
2016 to properly facilitate and manage the repair, maintenance,
and upgrade of the Department of the Air Force’s EOD unmanned
systems.

Aircraft tug vehicles

The committee supports the Air Force’s goal to develop advanced
power and energy technologies that promote energy efficiency and
allow the force to meet mission objectives. To this end, the com-
mittee supports further study of the battery powered towbarless
tow vehicles. The committee is aware that in a preliminary Air
Force study, a battery powered towbarless tow vehicle dem-
onstrated an ability to complete the same task as current aircraft
tow vehicles using less energy while saving money and creating a
safer work environment. The committee believes that if further
studies confirm initial assessments of this capability, the Air Force
should explore replacing additional existing aircraft tow vehicles
with the new electric towbarless alternatives.

Beyond line of sight command and control for intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance systems

The committee is encouraged by the advances in distribution of
full motion video and the bridging of disparate radio wave forms
for enhanced interoperability as part of the Joint Aerial Layered
Network. The committee recognizes that the fielding of beyond line
of sight command and control and associated tactical pods in sup-
port of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance will provide
valuable capabilities in response to stated urgent combatant com-
mander requirements.

Yet, the committee is concerned that a joint capability, called
Tactical Airborne Communications Pod (TACPod) was developed
using Air Force Quick Reaction Capability funding and processes,
but is not being used across the military services. Rather than de-
ploying the capability to meet combatant commander validated re-
quirements, TACPod is instead being stored indefinitely. Sepa-
rately, the committee is concerned that the Air Force is procuring
an entirely different capability to meet essentially the same re-
quirements that TACPod was originally developed to fulfill.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force,
in coordination with the Secretary of the Navy and the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, to pro-
vide a briefing to the committee by November 1, 2014, on the exist-
ing and planned activities in support of beyond line of sight com-
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mand and control for intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
systems.

Emergency Airfield Lighting System

The committee notes that the Department of the Air Force
awarded a small-business set-aside contract to develop the Emer-
gency Airfield Light System II (EALS II), but subsequently can-
celed the program after a successful 2013 operational utility eval-
uation where only minor deficiencies were found. The committee
believes that the capability of the EALS II will be a lasting require-
ment and is concerned that the costs associated with a new devel-
opment effort for a system with comparable requirements to EALS
II may have significant schedule and cost risks. Therefore, the com-
mittee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to provide a briefing
to the House Committee on Armed Services not later than July 30,
2014, on the decision not to proceed with EALS II production. The
briefing should include the Air Force’s current plan to meet re-
quirements for emergency airfield lighting and the projected fund-
ing required through fiscal year 2019.

Joint threat emitter procurement

The budget request contained $26.6 million in other procure-
ment, Air Force, for combat training range equipment. Of this
amount, $13.5 million was requested for procurement of one joint
threat emitter (JTE).

The committee is aware of the importance of maintaining the
proficiency of combat aircrews and their capability to respond to,
survive and defeat the most advanced enemy air defenses they
could encounter on any current battlefield. The committee is also
aware that the JTE is intended to provide realistic electronic war-
fare training that can simulate the multiple threat scenarios of a
hostile integrated air defense system. In addition, while older
emitters are employed at numerous training ranges, the committee
notes that they mostly simulate antiquated Soviet air defense sys-
tems designed during the Cold War. The committee believes that
these older legacy emitters may not be adequate to train aircrews
expected to challenge the most sophisticated enemy systems, such
as the SA-20, SA-23 or HQ-9 surface-to-air missile systems. Given
the importance of the JTE, the committee is concerned that the Air
Force Budget request only includes funding to procure one JTE in
fiscal year 2015. Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of
the Air Force to evaluate options for potentially accelerating the
production and fielding of JTE units and brief the committees on
Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives on
the program by January 31, 2015.

The committee recommends $26.6 million, the full amount re-
quested, for combat training range equipment.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2015 contained $4.2 billion for
Procurement, Defense-Wide. The committee recommends authoriza-
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tion of $4.4 billion, an increase of $172.1 million, for fiscal year
2015.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 Pro-
curement, Defense-Wide program are identified in division D of
this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Iron Dome short-range rocket defense system and U.S.-based co-
production

The budget request contained $176.0 million in PE 28866C for
the Iron Dome short-range rocket defense system.

The committee has supported the Iron Dome Weapons System
since the State of Israel’s first request for U.S. funding in fiscal
year 2011. Since the first authorization of Missile Defense Agency
(MDA) funding, U.S. taxpayers have provided $720.0 million for
the program. The committee is aware that the Israeli requirement
may necessitate up to $175.0 million in addition to the $176.0 mil-
lion contained in the President’s request.

The committee has received “The Agreement Between the De-
partment of Defense of the United States of America and the Min-
istry of Defense of the State of Israel Concerning Iron Dome De-
fense System Procurement,” signed on March 5, 2014. The com-
mittee is pleased that this agreement resolves many details of U.S.
coproduction of Iron Dome components and interceptors in the
United States. The committee is aware that MDA and the Israeli
Missile Defense Organization (IMDO) have entered into an inter-
national agreement to govern how the United States funds up to
$680 million between fiscal years 2012—15 for Iron Dome. The com-
mittee is concerned that the agreement does not cover the full
amount it recommends for fiscal year 2015. Given the significant
U.S. taxpayer investment in this system, the committee believes
that coproduction of parts and components should be done in a
manner that will maximize U.S. industry participation in inter-
ceptor and battery deliveries for Israel’s defense needs. The com-
mittee recommends $351.0 million, an increase of $175.0 million, in
PE 28866C for the Iron Dome short-range rocket defense system.

However, the committee expects that the Director, Missile De-
fense Agency will not obligate or expend $175.0 million of that
amount, and instead hold it in reserve and disburse it incremen-
tally until receipt and acceptance by the MDA of sufficiently de-
tailed cost and schedule justification from the Government of
Israel. Such detailed cost and schedule justification must include:

(1) A timeline for Iron Dome expenditure of funds above the
President’s request for the fiscal year for which the funds were ap-
propriated or made available;

(2) Copies of signed and ratified contracts, subcontracts, and
teaming arrangements between Israeli and U.S. industry for all
Iron Dome coproduction efforts;

(3) Delivery to MDA of all technical data packages as accepted
by U.S. industry suppliers for coproduction; and

(4) A common cost model of Iron Dome components, to be jointly
developed and agreed upon by MDA and IMDO that includes: re-
curring and non-recurring engineering costs; estimates for future
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buys and actual costs beginning with fiscal year 2013; the required
quantities for all components through fiscal year 2019; and compo-
nent lead-times and delivery schedules.

Additionally, the committee expects the Director, Missile Defense
Agency will ensure that: Iron Dome operational data has been pro-
vided per previous commitments; this additional funding be applied
to the work share percentage for fiscal year 2015 funding between
U.S. and Israeli industry as proscribed under the recently signed
Iron Dome Procurement Agreement; and that the additional funds
are required to meet Israeli defense needs. Any funds found to be
in excess of Israel’s justified and documented needs during fiscal
year 2015 may be transferred by the MDA to appropriations avail-
able for the procurement of weapons and equipment according to
priority needs.

The committee also believes that if there is a request for Iron
Dome funding for fiscal year 2016, the Director, Missile Defense
must establish for the committee how those funds will resolve de-
tails and agreements needed for U.S.-based coproduction of all-up-
rounds and cover the export of Iron Dome technology to U.S. and
Israeli allies, including coproduction of parts, components, and all-
up-rounds of those exports.

The committee directs the Director, Missile Defense Agency, in
coordination with the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics, to provide a report to the congressional
defense committees not later than October 1, 2014, on the informa-
tion provided in the required detailed cost and schedule justifica-
tion, including the views of the Director and the Under Secretary
on its sufficiency.

Further, the committee directs the Director, Missile Defense
Agency to provide a briefing to the congressional defense commit-
tees not less than once each quarter in fiscal year 2015, starting
October 1, 2014, on the progress in achieving the requirements es-
tablished in “The Agreement Between the Department of Defense
of the United States of America and the Ministry of Defense of the
State of Israel Concerning Iron Dome Defense System Procure-
ment.”

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS
SUBTITLE A—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 101—Authorization of Appropriations

This section would authorize appropriations for procurement at
the levels identified in section 4101 of division D of this Act.

SUBTITLE B—ARMY PROGRAMS

Section 111—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Airborne
Reconnaissance Low Aircraft

This section would limit the obligation or expenditure of funds
for the communications intelligence subsystem of the airborne re-
connaissance low program until the Secretary of the Army submits
a report to the congressional defense committees on the plan to in-
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tegrate such subsystem into the signals intelligence modernization
plan of the Army.

Section 112—Plan on Modernization of UH-60A Aircraft of Army
National Guard

This section would require the Secretary of the Army to submit
a plan to the congressional defense committees on the Army’s strat-
egy to modernize the National Guard’s fleet of UH-60A Black
Hawk helicopters.

SUBTITLE C—NAVY PROGRAMS

Section 121—Multiyear Procurement Authority for Tomahawk
Block IV Missiles

This section would authorize the Secretary of the Navy to enter
into a multiyear contract for up to 5 years beginning in fiscal year
2015, pending submission to Congress of the certification require-
ments of section 2306b, title 10, United States Code, not later than
45 days prior to entering into the multiyear procurement contract.

Section 122—Construction of San Antonio Class Amphibious Ship

This section would provide the Secretary of the Navy incremental
funding authority to enter into a contract for the ship construction
of a San Antonio class amphibious ship.

Section 123—Additional Oversight Requirements for the Undersea
Mobility Acquisition Program of the United States Special Oper-
ations Command

This section would modify the current oversight requirements for
the undersea mobility acquisition program of U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command, and require the Secretary of the Navy to review
a transition plan for the undersea mobility capabilities developed
by the Commander, U.S. Special Operations Command. This sec-
tion would also repeal section 144 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81).

Section 124—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Moored
Training Ship Program

This section would limit the obligation to no more than 80 per-
cent of the fiscal year 2015 shipbuilding and conversion, Navy
funding for the Moored Training Ship program until certain certifi-
cations and reviews regarding requirements and cost growth are
provided to the congressional defense committees.

Section 125—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Mission
Modules for Littoral Combat Ship

This section would limit fiscal year 2015 funds for the procure-
ment of additional mission modules for the Littoral Combat Ship
program until the Secretary of the Navy submits milestone B pro-
gram goals for cost, schedule, and performance for each mission
module increment, and certification by the Director of Operational
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Test and Evaluation that sufficient mission modules are available
to perform all necessary operational testing.

Section 126—Extension of Limitation on Availability of Funds for
Littoral Combat Ship

This section would amend section 124 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Public Law 113—-66) and ex-
tend the funds limitation to include funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise available for fiscal year 2015. This
section would therefore prohibit the expenditure of funds associ-
ated with Littoral Combat Ship 25 and 26 until the Secretary of
the Navy submits a report of the Littoral Combat Ship program
that was requested in section 124 of Public Law 113-66.

SUBTITLE D—AIR FORCE PROGRAMS

Section 131—Prohibition on Cancellation or Modification of
Avionics Modernization Program for C-130 Aircraft

This section would prohibit the Secretary of the Air Force from
modifying or canceling the C-130 Avionics Modernization Program
in fiscal year 2015 and would also prohibit the Secretary from be-
ginning an alternative C—130H modernization program (except for
developing and installing an Automatic Dependent Surveillance
Broadcast system modification for the C-130H). The committee is
concerned that any alternative modernization program the Air
Force would pursue would offer less capability than the program of
record.

This section would also limit the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise made available for fiscal year 2015
for operation and maintenance of the Office of the Secretary of the
Air Force to not more than 75 percent until a period of 15 days has
elapsed following the date on which the Secretary certifies to the
congressional defense committees that the Secretary has obligated
the funds authorized to the appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for fiscal years prior to fiscal year 2015 for the avionics mod-
ernization program of record for C—130 aircraft.

Section 132—Prohibition on Availability of Funds for Retirement of
A-10 Aircraft

This section would prohibit funds authorized to be appropriated
by this Act or otherwise made available for fiscal year 2015 for the
Department of Defense to be obligated or expended to retire A—10
aircraft. This section would also require the Comptroller General of
the United States to conduct a study evaluating the platforms of
the Air Force used, as of the date of the study, to conduct close air
support missions, and submit a report to the congressional defense
committees not later than 180 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, which would include the cost per airframe carrying out
the close air support missions, the capabilities of each platform
evaluated under such study, and a determination by the Comp-
troller General with respect to whether such airframes other than
A-10 aircraft are able to successfully carry out such close air sup-
port missions.
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Section 133—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Retirement of
U-2 Aircraft

This section would prohibit the obligation or expenditure of funds
authorized to be appropriated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able for fiscal year 2015 to make significant changes to retire, pre-
pare to retire, or place U-2 aircraft in storage.

Section 134—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Divestment or
Transfer of KC-10 Aircraft

This section would prohibit the Secretary of the Air Force from
using any funds or taking any action during fiscal year 2015 to di-
vest or transfer, or prepare to divest or transfer, any KC-10 aerial
refueling aircraft of the Air Force.

Section 135—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Divestment of
E-3 Airborne Warning and Control System Aircraft

This section would limit funds authorized to be appropriated by
this Act or otherwise made available for fiscal year 2015 for the
Department of Defense to be obligated or expended to divest more
than four E-3 airborne warning and control system aircraft, or dis-
establish any units of the active or reserve components associated
with such aircraft, until a period of 15 days has elapsed following
the date on which the Secretary of the Air Force submits to the
congressional defense committees a report consisting of a certifi-
cation that the Secretary is able to meet all priority requirements
of the commanders of the combatant commands relating to such
aircraft with a planned force of 24 such aircraft and a detailed ex-
planation how the Secretary will meet such requirements with such
planned force.

SUBTITLE E—DEFENSE-WIDE, JOINT, AND MULTISERVICE MATTERS

Section 141—Comptroller General Report on F-35 Aircraft
Acquisition Program

This section would require the Comptroller General of the United
States to review the F-35 acquisition program, and to submit a re-
port not later than April 15, 2015, and each year thereafter until
the F-35 acquisition program enters full rate production. Each re-
port would include the extent to which the F-35 aircraft acquisi-
tion program is meeting cost, schedule and performance goals; the
progress and results of developmental and operational testing; the
progress of the procurement and manufacturing of the F-35 air-
craft; and an assessment of any plans or efforts of the Secretary
of Defense to improve the efficiency of the procurement and manu-
facturing of the F-35 aircraft.
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TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

OVERVIEW

The budget request contained $63.5 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation. This represents a $600.0 million in-
crease over the amount authorized for fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommends $63.8 billion, an increase of $257.5
million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation program are identified in
division D of this Act.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY

Overview

The budget request contained $6.6 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Army. The committee recommends $6.6
billion, a decrease of $13.9 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Army program are iden-
tified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Active protective system

The budget request contained $53.7 million in PE 63005A for
combat vehicle and automotive advance technology, which includes
funding for Active Protection System (APS) research and develop-
ment.

The committee is encouraged that funding for APS research and
development was included in the fiscal year 2015 budget request.
In the committee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accompanying the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, the com-
mittee noted that a lack of investment could soon create a critical
capability gap for Army combat vehicles due to the rapid prolifera-
tion of advanced anti-tank guided missiles and next-generation
rocket propelled grenades. The committee notes that there are nu-
merous types of APS available, including some that have already
been fielded on operational vehicles in other countries and have
performed well in recent demonstrations. It is crucial the Army
keeps momentum going in this important effort; therefore, the com-
mittee encourages the Army to establish a program of record to de-
velop, procure and equip required combat vehicles with APS as
soon as feasible based on availability of funding.

The committee recommends $53.7 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 63005A for combat vehicle and automotive advance
technology.

Applied Communication Information Network

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense has
been conducting research on a suite of capabilities that provides
real time information on vessels of interest in a riverine environ-
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ment. The objective of this research, which is part of the Applied
Communication Information Network (ACIN), is to integrate Gov-
ernment off-the-Shelf, Commercial off-the-Shelf and emerging tech-
nologies to provide integrated command, control, communications,
computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR)
capabilities in a scalable, low-risk, cost-effective and user-friendly
system. The committee recognizes the need for a laboratory and
test-bed capabilities with proven management and systems admin-
istration to support such efforts. The committee is aware that
ACIN has demonstrated expertise in this area with a track record
of transitioning its research into operational use. The committee
encourages continued support for the ACIN to advance fielding of
critical C4ISR technologies to military users in the riverine envi-
ronment.

Combat feeding research and development

The budget request contained $10.9 million across several Army
program elements for research and development of combat feeding
technologies.

The committee notes that the Department of Defense Combat
Feeding Research and Engineering Program (CFREP) is the only
program within the Department of Defense that engages in re-
search and development, to include high-risk, high payoff science
and technology, for combat rations, field food service equipment
and combat feeding systems to support the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, Air Force, Defense Logistics Agency, and National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

The committee is aware the budget request for fiscal year 2015
reflects a significant reduction when compared to projections for
fiscal year 2015 in last year’s budget request. The committee is
concerned that the proposed reductions could have a dispropor-
tionate impact on CFREP’s ability to perform its mission. The com-
mittee understands the reduced funding level may decrease
CFREP’s ability to support requirements of future operating envi-
ronments; develop innovative products that improve warfighter
physical and cognitive performance; supply the military services
with world-class products leading to an increasing dependence on
industry that has no incentive to innovate due to lack of a market;
contribute to reducing cost to the services over the long-term due
to increasingly inefficient supply chains and reliance on commercial
solutions. In developing its fiscal year 2016 budget, the committee
encourages the Secretary of the Army to increase funding for com-
bat feeding technology projects.

The committee recommends $16.3 million, an increase of $5.4
million, for Army combat feeding research and development.

Combat identification for dismounted users

The committee recognizes the importance of developing and de-
ploying combat identification systems for dismounted users that
utilize both radio frequency and infrared laser technologies to pro-
vide an all-weather, day-night, high-reliability individual kit to ad-
dress specific anti-fratricide factors in dismounted operations. The
committee is concerned that “friendly fire” incidents continue to be
a source of casualties between U.S. forces, as well as partners and
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allies, due to the lack of such capabilities. The committee believes
such capabilities exist and have been successfully demonstrated,
and encourages the Department of Defense to proceed with further
testing and evaluation to determine if these capabilities can be
more widely fielded.

Dual mode tactical missiles

The committee continues to recommend that the Department of
Defense pursue an all-weather, moving target-capable tactical mis-
sile that could be integrated on different military platforms. While
the committee understands that certain capabilities, such as a sin-
gle mode seeker missile, are appropriate when prosecuting certain
targets, the committee is concerned that current capabilities may
have difficulties defeating other targets in a cost-efficient and pre-
cise manner, while also ensuring low collateral damage.

The committee is particularly interested in capabilities to
counter high-speed, erratically maneuvering targets on land and at
sea, as well as understanding how dual mode missiles could be
used in counterterrorism (CT) operations. The committee notes the
use of dual mode missiles, to include allied missile programs, could
potentially close existing operational gaps, reduce the risk of collat-
eral damage, and may result in cost savings relative to current
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures used as part of current direct
action CT operations. The committee is aware of the recent integra-
tion and successful testing of a fully operational dual mode missile
off an MQ-9 Reaper unmanned aerial vehicle system for the
United Kingdom Ministry of Defense. The committee notes the
Royal Air Force has used this dual mode missile extensively in
overseas contingency operations and have reported positive feed-
back. Further, the committee is also aware that the Secretary of
the Navy is funding an initial analysis of dual mode missile inte-
gration on the F/A—18 Super Hornet aircraft, and that initial feed-
back has been positive.

The committee directs the Secretary of the Defense to provide a
briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services by February
15, 2015, on the capabilities of existing U.S. and allied missile pro-
grams which utilize dual mode seeker technology. The briefing
should also include an assessment of the applicability of current
dual-mode missiles within the Nation’s counterterrorism efforts, in-
cluding against high-speed, rapidly moving targets on land and sea,
as well as an update of U.S. and allied efforts to integrate dual-
mode missile technologies onto the MQ-9 Reaper weapon system.

Electronic Warfare Advanced Technology

The committee is aware that the budget request for research, de-
velopment test, and evaluation, Army included PE 63008A, “Elec-
tronic Warfare Advanced Technology.” According to the budget jus-
tification documents, this program element “matures and dem-
onstrates software, algorithms and services that focus on tactical
cyber situational awareness, autonomous network defense, cross
domain security and encryption solutions.” The committee believes
that the title for this program element is misleading and does not
adequately describe or justify the way these funds are used. The
committee urges the Army to appropriately title this program ele-
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ment in future budget submissions to properly identify the scope of
work being conducted.

Expeditionary communications

The committee understands that expeditionary missions, such as
non-combatant evacuation operations or humanitarian assistance,
present unique communication challenges as they can often take
place in austere environments where little or no communications
infrastructure remains intact. Moreover, the U.S. military often
has a distinct requirement to communicate with other elements of
the U.S. Government, non-governmental organizations, and host
nation officials, and this must be facilitated with sufficient capa-
bility to do so effectively and securely. As the Department of De-
fense works to improve its expeditionary communications infra-
structure, the committee urges the Department to explore the
availability of secure, commercial cellular wireless networks that
have been successfully deployed by the Department in tactical the-
aters of operation.

Fabric-based respiratory protective equipment

The committee notes that in the committee report (H. Rept. 113—
102) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2014, the committee directed the Secretary of the Army
to submit a report to the congressional defense committees by Feb-
ruary 15, 2014, evaluating the potential utility of fabric-based solu-
tions to address soldier and civilian personnel exposure to inhaled
hazards, including sand, dust, smoke, and pollutants, such as die-
sel exhaust and lead. The committee is concerned that the Sec-
retary of the Army has failed to deliver this report to the congres-
sional defense committees. Further, the committee understands
that no substantive evaluation of potential protective technologies
has taken place. The committee has been informed by the Program
Executive Office-Soldier that the proper entity to evaluate fabric-
based solutions is the U.S. Army Natick Soldier Research, Develop-
ment, and Engineering Center (NSRDEC) in Natick, Massachu-
setts. The committee understands that NSRDEC has technical and
scientific expertise in the areas of environmental protection, protec-
tive clothing, multi-functional textiles, materials, and fibers.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
submit a report to the congressional defense committees not later
than December 1, 2014, containing NSRDEC’s evaluation of the ca-
pabilities of known fabric-based solutions to mitigate soldier expo-
sure to the inhalation of sand, dust, smoke, and pollutants.

High explosive guided mortar program

The budget request contained no funding for the High Explosive
Guided Mortar (HEGM) program. The budget request contained no
fKnding for the XM395 Accelerated Precision Mortar Initiative
(APMI).

The APMI round is a precision guided 120mm mortar munition
that was procured to address an operational need from forces in
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). The committee notes the
Army procured 5,480 APMI rounds to address the operational need,
and that to date, approximately 2,328 have been fielded in OEF,
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and the remaining are part of the war reserve inventory. The com-
mittee notes the Army has chosen not to transition this program
to an official program of record, and that the Army does not antici-
pate a requirement to procure additional APMI rounds. The com-
mittee understands that based on positive feedback from OEF on
APMI performance, the Army is moving forward with the HEGM
program and anticipates starting the program in fiscal year 2016,
with fielding beginning around 2022. Based on information pro-
vided by the Army, the committee understands HEGM would pro-
vide for increased capabilities over those demonstrated by APMI.

Given the continued constrained budget environment, the com-
mittee expects the military services to maximize research and de-
velopment funding, reduce procurement costs, and when possible
develop joint requirements, instead of resourcing duplicative,
stand-alone programs. The committee would expect the Army to
conduct a comprehensive analysis of alternatives that would in-
clude the APMI and Marine Corps precision extended range muni-
tion program before initiating a next generation precision guided
mortar program.

High Performance Computing Modernization program

The committee is aware that the Army Corps of Engineers serves
as executive agent for the Department of Defense High Perform-
ance Computing Modernization (HPCM) program, a responsibility
that devolved from the Office of the Secretary of Defense in fiscal
year 2012. The purpose of this program is to apply supercomputing
resources to solve Department of Defense problems in research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, and acquisition engineering. To
meet this mission, the HPCM program must maintain state-of-the-
art supercomputing resource centers, as well as software engineer-
ing talent to maintain modern and secure software applications for
the user community.

The committee is also aware that the HPCM program has been
operating at a level not currently supported by the level of funding
requested in the President’s request. The committee is concerned
that the shortfall has only been mitigated by the repeated interven-
tion of Congress to get the program to a sustainable level. The com-
mittee believes that the Department should conduct a thorough as-
sessment of the program to ensure future budget requests are suffi-
cient to right-size the budget to the needed infrastructure and sup-
port capabilities.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army, in
coordination with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering, to review the HPCM program, and to submit a
report on the findings to the congressional defense committees not
%ater than September 30, 2014. The review should examine the fol-
owing:

(1) Identify the capabilities that will be lost and the impact on
Department if the HPCMP is funded at the budget request for fis-
cal year 2015 level throughout the Future Years Defense Program
(FYDP);

(2) Identify the resources reduced, including manpower, in order
to operate at the budget request for fiscal year 2015 level through-
out the FYDP; and
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(3) A strategy for closing the gap between the budget requests
and the fiscal year 2012 HPCMP funding level throughout the
FYDP.

Improved Turbine Engine Program

The committee continues to support the budget request for the
Improved Turbine Engine Program (ITEP). ITEP is a competitive
acquisition that is based on current research efforts and is de-
signed to develop a more fuel efficient and powerful engine for the
current Black Hawk and Apache helicopter fleets. The committee
notes the benefits of improved fuel efficiencies through lower, spe-
cific fuel consumption that ITEP brings to the battlefield. In addi-
tion, the committee encourages the Army to consider maintenance
and sustainment costs for ITEP and specifically, how these calcula-
tions would drive affordability of the program.

The committee believes it is important that ITEP transition from
Science and Technology to the Preliminary Design phase of Engi-
neering and Manufacturing Development as soon as possible. Pro-
viding adequate funding for ITEP to maintain or accelerate the
schedule will reduce risk and ensure continued program advance-
ment and success. The committee encourages the Army to maintain
its schedule to control development and program costs, mitigate
technical risk, validate performance, and ensure the warfighter re-
ceives the best possible solution.

The committee, however, believes that the ITEP Business Case
Analysis and Cost Estimate may be outdated and is concerned that
it might not sufficiently factor in the total fuel savings or mainte-
nance and logistics cost savings associated with the engine. There-
fore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to brief the
House Committee on Armed Services by December 1, 2014, on a
path to update the study.

Joint Air-to-Ground Missile program

The budget request contained $83.8 million in PE 65450A for
Joint Air-to-Ground Missile (JAGM) research and development.

The committee continues to support the JAGM program based on
the need for a replacement to the Hellfire missile program that
provides an all-weather, long-range moving target capability. In ad-
dition, the continuation of the JAGM program would help sustain
the tactical missile industrial base. Tactical missile technology re-
mains an area of asymmetric advantage and technological superi-
ority é‘or the United States that the committee believes must be re-
tained.

The committee has received the briefing as required in the com-
mittee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accompanying the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014. The committee notes
the Army continues to pursue a “dual mode” seeker as part of In-
crement 1 of the new acquisition strategy, with a milestone B deci-
sion planned in fiscal year 2015. From this briefing, the committee
also understands the JAGM program completed a successful Crit-
ical Design Review in January 2014, and the program remains on
cost, schedule and performance. The committee notes there will be
a full and open competition for the engineering and manufacturing
development contract award. The committee acknowledges that
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Army funding is constrained by the current budget environment,
however, given current technology readiness levels as dem-
onstrated during the technology development phase, the committee
encourages acceleration of the Increment I program.

The committee recommends $83.8 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 65450A for continued JAGM research and develop-
ment.

Joint Light Tactical Vehicle

The budget request contained $45.7 million in PE 65812A, and
$11.5 million in PE 65812M to complete the engineering and man-
ufacturing development phase of the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle
(JLTV) program. The budget request also contained $164.6 million
in Other Procurement, Army, and $7.5 million in Procurement, Ma-
rine Corps for the procurement of 183 low-rate initial production
JLTVs.

The Joint Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV) will complement the cur-
rent fleet of Up-Armor high mobility, multi-purpose wheeled vehi-
cles and would provide improved protection, payload, and perform-
ance to the Army’s and the Marine Corps’ light tactical wheeled ve-
hicle fleets.

The committee notes the budget request would mark the first
year of procurement for JLTV, and would also complete limited
user testing. The committee supports the JLTV program and recog-
nizes that the program remains on schedule despite the impacts re-
sulting from the Budget Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25),
and understands a milestone C decision is scheduled for June 2015.
The committee notes that JLTV does not have any significant tech-
nology issues that would preclude development. Therefore, the com-
mittee expects the program to remain on schedule. The committee
notes the JLTV program is the only new tactical wheeled vehicle
modernization program for the foreseeable future, and the com-
mittee believes the JLTV program will be critical for maintaining
the viability of the industrial base.

The committee recommends $45.7 million in PE 65812A, $11.5
million in PE 65812M, and elsewhere in this report, $164.6 million
in Other Procurement, Army, and $7.5 million in Procurement, Ma-
rine Corps, the full amount of the total request, for the JLTV pro-
gram.

Lightweight segmented tactical ladders

The committee acknowledges that improved mobility of the sol-
dier increases safety and improves mission capability. The com-
mittee is aware that the tactical ladder is an important piece of
equipment that is critical to many missions throughout the world.
The committee understands that current tactical ladder systems
are made from metal or fiberglass, weigh 40 pounds or more, and
are often cumbersome to transport, especially on foot. The com-
mittee is also aware there may be commercially available, light-
weight carbon fiber composite ladders that reduce ladder weight
load to 11 pounds or less, while maintaining the strength and dura-
bility of heavier ladders. The committee also notes that current
telescoping and foldout tactical ladders require a single soldier to
carry the entire load, whereas a segmented ladder provides the op-
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tion for weight distribution among members of a group to improve
portability.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than December 31, 2014, on the potential benefits of light-
weight segmented tactical ladders. The briefing should include an
overview of the current military inventory and a review of available
carbon fiber commercial ladder options that may reduce weight and
provide additional flexibility to soldiers.

Non-invasive medical diagnostic tools

The committee recognizes the value in developing high-fidelity
medical instruments to provide diagnostic analysis through non-
invasive means. The committee believes that such tools lend them-
selves to use in austere environments like combat zones, natural
and civil disasters, and settings where rapid and accurate diag-
nostic data must be obtained in an unsettled, often chaotic, envi-
ronment where standard clinical support may be lacking. The com-
mittee encourages the Department of Defense to explore develop-
ment of such non-invasive medical diagnostic tools for use in aus-
tere and highly unstable environments.

Operational testing of High Energy Laser Mobile Demonstrator

The committee believes that the High Energy Laser Mobile Dem-
onstrator (HEL-MD) is of great value to the Army and to the De-
partment of Defense’s efforts to develop directed energy weapons.
The committee is concerned that the Army does not have a clear
plan for the future of the HEL-MD. Therefore, the committee di-
rects the Secretary of the Army to provide a briefing on the plan
for the future of the HEL-MD to the House Armed Services Com-
mittee by December 1, 2014. This plan shall include an analysis on
the feasibility of operational testing of the HEL-MD, including the
possibility of operational testing of the HEL-MD in international
locations such as Israel.

Rotorcraft hostile fire protection

The committee is encouraged by the continued effort of the Army
and other military services to develop a hostile fire detection and
defeat system that will function in the harsh environments pro-
duced by rotorcraft operations. In the past, hostile fire detection
systems for rotorcraft have been limited to acoustic-based tech-
nologies even though rotor noise, wind noise and echoing off of to-
pography restricts the system’s accuracy. The committee wants to
ensure that the Army is considering advanced technologies, like
radar, that will pinpoint and integrate the location of hostile fire
into the aircraft’s defeat systems for engagement of incoming pro-
jectiles. Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army
to submit a report to the congressional defense committees by Feb-
ruary 9, 2015, that details the Army’s efforts to potentially imple-
ment a radar, ultraviolet and infrared based hostile fire detection
and defeat system into existing rotorcraft platforms.
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Small Airborne Networking Radio program

The budget request contained no funding for the Small Airborne
Networking Radio (SANR).

The committee is aware that the Army has deferred the SANR
program indefinitely while moving forward with the less ambitious
Small Airborne Link—16 Terminal. The committee is concerned re-
garding the lack of information from the Army on the future of the
SANR program and believes that full integration of the soldier
radio waveform, originally intended to be provided by the SANR
program, into Army airborne platforms will be essential in the fu-
ture.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than December 1, 2014, with an update on the status of the
SANR program.

Soldier protection system and weight reduction for personnel protec-
tion equipment

The budget request contained $27.8 million in PE 64601A for In-
fantry Support Weapons. Of this amount, $7.5 million supports the
continued development of the Army’s Soldier Protection System
(SPS). Elsewhere in this report, the committee notes that the budg-
et request contained $63.1 million in Operations and Maintenance,
Army for the initial procurement of SPS components.

The SPS provides a lighter weight modular, scalable integrated
system of mission tailorable personnel protection equipment (PPE)
while also improving the level of mobility, form, fit, and function
for both male and female soldiers. The committee is aware the SPS
includes subsystems such as protection for the head, eyes, extrem-
ities, torso, and other integrated sensor packages. The committee
notes a milestone C decision is expected in fiscal year 2015. The
committee notes the Army would field two to three brigade combat
team sets per year and has programmed approximately $575.0 mil-
lion for SPS across the Future Years Defense Program. While the
committee commends the Army on their SPS effort, the committee
encourages the Army to provide enough funding to maintain two
vendors for competitive purposes, and also encourages the acceler-
ated fielding of SPS to all soldiers.

The committee has long championed the importance of reducing
the weight of current body armor and personnel protection equip-
ment systems, as well as stressing the critical need for robust in-
vestment in weight reduction initiatives, along with technology in-
sertions to improve performance and survivability. The committee
believes current body armor systems provide outstanding protec-
tion to the warfighter, but their weight contributes to the over-bur-
den issue and decline in performance. The committee understands
that body armor system weights have remained relatively constant
over the last decade in spite of advances in materials technologies
because protection levels have also increased in response to
threats.

The committee commends the Army for addressing this challenge
by shifting from a more discrete component level development
strategy to a more systems engineering and system level approach
to body armor and PPE development as a means to improve soldier
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capabilities. The committee believes the Department must main-
tain significant investment in near-term solutions that can effec-
tively reduce the weight of body armor, while also investing in the
development of revolutionary new material technologies that could
provide for significant breakthroughs in weight and performance.

The committee recommends $7.5 million in PE 64601A for SPS,
and elsewhere in this report recommends $63.1 million for the pro-
curement and fielding of SPS, the full amount of the budget re-
quest.

Stryker Vehicle Survivability Upgrades

The committee supports efforts to increase the protection level of
Army Stryker vehicles and believes there is a need for additional
innovation and competition within the program. In particular, the
committee continues to support the ongoing Program Executive Of-
ficer, Ground Combat Systems, Stryker Vehicle Survivability Sys-
tems Integration Study program. The committee notes that this
program has performed several integration studies reviewing the
potential for incorporating occupant-centric survivability tech-
nologies onto Stryker vehicles. In addition, the committee under-
stands that these kit-based solutions may potentially be installed
during depot reset or in the field, and could enhance Stryker sur-
vivability and mobility across the fleet. The committee also notes
that there are two variants of the Stryker vehicle, the Mobile Gun
System (MGS) and the NBC Reconnaissance Vehicle (NBCRV),
that do not have the same level of protection as “Double V”
equipped variants and that may immediately benefit from Stryker
upgrades explored as part of the study program. The committee en-
courages the Army to test and evaluate these technologies on the
Stryker platform, with emphasis on the MGS and NBCRYV variants
that currently lack the same protection levels as other Stryker ve-
hicles. The committee directs the Secretary of the Army to brief the
committee by December 15, 2014 describing the technologies identi-
fied within the Stryker Vehicle Survivability Systems Integration
Study program, as well as the outcomes of any testing of these
technologies on the Stryker platform.

Transparent armor technology development

The budget request contained $110.0 million in PE 63005A for
Combat Vehicle and Automotive Advanced Technology. Of this
amount, $53.7 million was requested for combat vehicle surviv-
ability research and development to include transparent armor
technology.

This program element matures, integrates and demonstrates
combat and tactical vehicle automotive technologies that enable a
lighter, more mobile and more survivable force. The combat vehicle
survivability project matures and demonstrates protection and sur-
vivability technologies such as active protection systems, advanced
vehicle armors, blast mitigation and safety devices to address both
traditional and asymmetric threats to ground vehicles. The com-
mittee believes this project should also consider emerging tech-
nologies in the fields of glass, polymers, and coatings to field more
resilient and lightweight transparent armor.
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The committee notes that improved transparent armor materials
are required for improved durability and survivability of combat
and tactical vehicles, as well as potentially reducing overall life-
cycle and repair costs. The committee encourages the Tank Auto-
motive Research Development and Engineering Center to engage in
cooperative agreements with industry and academia in order to fur-
ther the development of transparent armor material technology.

The committee recommends $110.0 million, the full amount of
the request, in PE 63005A for combat vehicle and automotive ad-
vanced technology.

UH-72 Helicopter health monitoring system

The committee is aware that the UH-72 Light Utility Helicopter
(LUH) is not currently equipped with a health monitoring system.
However, the committee has been informed that the commercial
variant of the UH-72, the EC-145, is currently being outfitted with
a Next Generation Health Monitoring System (NGHMS).

The committee understands that a NGHMS could provide total
aircraft monitoring and diagnostics of mechanical and electrical
systems within a lightweight distributed architecture consisting of
miniature sensors that contain processing and analysis functions
operating with non-proprietary data protocols in a secure cloud
management infrastructure. NGHMS maintenance intelligence
could provide early warning for failing systems that may reduce
costly emergency maintenance, improving UH-72 maintenance
schedules and fleet readiness.

Therefore, the committee encourages Army Program Executive
Officer Aviation and Program Manager Utility Helicopter, to en-
gage in a demonstration of NGHMS on the UH-72. In addition, the
committee directs the Secretary of the Army to submit a report to
the congressional defense committees by February 15, 2015, that
describes the potential for integrating and demonstrating NGHMS
on the UH-72 platform. However, the committee expects that if the
Army makes the decision to proceed with a program of record that
it will be done using full and open competition in accordance with
Federal Acquisition Regulations.

Universal tactical controller for unmanned systems

The budget request contained no funding for a universal tactical
controller for unmanned systems.

The committee is aware that there is not presently a documented
roadmap for acquiring a universal tactical controller for unmanned
air and ground assets because there is neither a validated require-
ment, nor specific funding programmed. However, in the committee
report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the committee directed the
Secretary of the Army, in coordination with the Secretary of the
Navy, to conduct an advisability and feasibility study for devel-
oping a universal controller for Class I unmanned aerial systems
and unmanned ground systems.

As a result of this report, the committee recognizes the Army and
the Marine Corps have collaborated to experiment with the feasi-
bility of a universal tactical robotic controller for unmanned air and
ground systems at the battalion and below echelons, with the re-
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sults being viewed favorably. The committee notes that a draft
Army Capabilities Development Document (CDD) for the Common
Robotic System—Individual (CRS-I) has been generated which in-
cludes the capability for a common tactical controller that can con-
trol both air and ground assets. The committee understands that
once the CRS-I CDD is validated, funding is programmed, and the
program is initiated, acquisition of such a controller would likely
be achieved through full and open competition and fielded as part
of the CRS-I program.

Given these findings and the military services’ growing reliance
on unmanned systems for a variety of missions, the committee en-
courages the Army and the Marine Corps to accelerate the develop-
ment of a universal common tactical controller, to generate an ac-
quisition roadmap, and to program funding for this initiative in the
fiscal year 2016 Future Years Defense Program.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY

Overview

The budget request contained $16.3 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Navy. The committee recommends
$16.2 billion, a decrease of $82.5 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Navy are identified in
division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Amphibious Combat Vehicle increment 1.1 program

The budget request contained $105.7 million in PE 63611M for
the Amphibious Combat Vehicle (ACV) program.

The committee understands that the Marine Corps has signifi-
cantly changed its acquisition strategy for the ACV program and
will now use an incremental approach to developing, procuring, and
fielding a next generation family of amphibious combat vehicles.
The committee notes that in the near term, the Marine Corps is
planning to use the first vehicle increment, ACV increment 1.1, as
an armored personnel carrier that would deliver marines from
ship-to-shore by means of a connector craft, and be used for inland
missions. The committee recognizes this would address an imme-
diate near-term, urgent capability gap for improved tactical mobil-
ity and survivability for deployed Marine infantry units.

The committee notes that while the proposed schedule for ACV
increment 1.1 is aggressive, the committee expects the Marine
Corps to benefit from lessons learned from previous next genera-
tion assault amphibious vehicle programs that suffered from re-
quirements creep and immature technology readiness levels that
led to significant cost overruns and schedule delays. The committee
understands that results from previous developmental testing con-
ducted on vehicles participating in the former Marine Personnel
Carrier (MPC) vehicle program, to include limited user demonstra-
tions, have informed the Marine Corps that the technology for
these potential vehicles is highly mature and is consistent with a
stable set of requirements for this vehicle. Accordingly, the com-
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mittee understands that the Marine Corps is recommending a
streamlined procurement and fielding strategy for the ACV incre-
ment 1.1 vehicle. The committee supports the intent to streamline
the procurement and fielding of the ACV increment 1.1 vehicle, and
believes this program could potentially serve as an example for fu-
ture major defense acquisition program reform. However, the com-
mittee notes that this streamlined approach to ACV increment 1.1
is contingent on mature technology and validated and stabilized re-
quirements. The committee will continue to closely monitor this
program under the auspices of the committee’s ongoing comprehen-
sive acquisition reform effort.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), in coordination
with Headquarters Marine Corps, to brief the committee not later
than September 1, 2014, on the justification used to streamline the
ACYV increment 1.1 vehicle program, to include the documented re-
sults from the Marine Requirements Oversight Council and the
Joint Requirements Oversight Council reviews, as well as the docu-
mented results from the Materiel Development Decision. The com-
mittee also directs the Assistant Secretary to brief the committee
on any potential procedural and/or regulatory barriers that may
prevent the Marine Corps from streamlining the ACV increment
1.1 program. Based on information already provided to the com-
mittee by the Marine Corps regarding the streamlined procurement
strategy for the ACV increment 1.1 program, the committee under-
stands additional funds would also be required in fiscal year 2015
to support a contract award in fiscal year 2015.

The committee recommends $190.8 million, an increase of $85.1
million, in PE 63611M for the ACV Increment 1.1 vehicle program.

Briefing on the Navy Laser Weapon System

The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to brief the
House Committee on Armed Services by March 2, 2015, on the per-
formance of the Navy Laser Weapon System (LaWS) after deploy-
ment aboard the USS Ponce. The committee requests the following
development groups be represented at this brief: Directed Energy
and Electric Weapons, Office of Naval Research; Naval Surface
Warfare Center; Ship Command of the USS Ponce while testing
LaWsS; the actual operators of LaWS aboard the USS Ponce; and
any other briefers the Secretary deems appropriate. This brief shall
include: the preparation of the weapon system for deployment at
sea, structural and power accommodations on the USS Ponce, any
special training for the officers and crew, performance of LaWS
from the perspective of the operators, recommendations for future
pre-deployment training, and an assessment on the feasibility of
near-term deployment of a directed energy ship defense system
across the Navy.

Marine Corps Rifle Mounted Optical Systems and Modifications

The committee continues to support the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps’s ongoing efforts to lighten the combat carrying load of
Marines, as well as efforts to modernize individual warfighter
equipment. The committee understands the Marine Corps is devel-
oping the Family of Optical Systems and Modifications (FOSAM) in
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response to a universal urgent need from deployed Marines. The
FOSAM is a suite of multi-functional weapon optical systems to in-
clude various thermal, image intensifier, magnified optical, laser
range-finding, illuminating, and pointer functionalities that would
replace multiple single-purpose systems. The committee under-
stands the FOSAM could improve functional capability for the
warfighter, lessen the weight of individual equipment items, reduce
the number of equipment items requiring field maintenance, and
drive down operating costs. The committee encourages the Marine
Corps to execute their current acquisition strategies for FOSAM
and expects any future contracts to be competitively awarded.

MQ—4C Triton program

The budget request contained $498.0 million in PE 35220N for
research and development of the MQ-4C Triton unmanned aerial
system (UAS).

The committee notes that low rate initial production for the MQ-
4C has been delayed one year to fiscal year 2016. The committee
believes that this 1s a prudent delay that will allow sufficient devel-
opment and testing to be completed and to minimize the risks of
concurrent development and production. In addition, the committee
is encouraged that the Department of the Navy has maintained
stable requirements for the MQ—4C Triton. The Department of De-
fense’s history of rushing complex systems into production before
adequate testing has occurred and constantly changing require-
ments has resulted in excessive cost growth and unnecessary
schedule delays. The committee encourages the Navy to continue
with a conservative approach to the schedule and requirements for
the MQ-4C in order to ensure that the program remains on a real-
istic path to providing the Navy with initial operational capability
in 2018.

Additionally, the committee is concerned about significant delays
in the research and development funding profile for development of
the multi-intelligence (Multi-INT) signals intelligence (SIGINT)
suite for the Triton aircraft. Sliding the development of this capa-
bility significantly elevates the risks associated with integrating
SIGINT capabilities into the baseline aircraft ahead of the planned
Milestone C event, the full rate production decision for the Multi-
INT capability. Further, the committee is concerned about the ma-
turity of the Triton Multi-INT concept of operations and resourcing
with respect to integration of the ground station within the na-
tional and Department of the Navy processing, exploitation and
dissemination enterprise.

Therefore, the committee recommends $530.4 million, an in-
crease of $32.4 million, for MQ-4C baseline Triton research and de-
velopment to return the development schedule of the Multi-INT
Triton sensor suite back to the plan proposed by the Department
of the Navy for fiscal year 2014.

Navy deployment of the laser weapon system

The committee commends the Navy on its recent efforts to oper-
ationally deploy a directed energy laser weapon system. The De-
partment of Defense has invested significant resources in directed
energy weapon system research and development (R&D) with lim-



61

ited success at fielding an operational system. The committee rec-
ognizes the challenges posed by these R&D efforts, and under-
stands the complexity of the issues that still need to be addressed
in order to transition directed energy technology to viable weapon
systems. Recent demonstrations within the directed energy commu-
nity, such as the Counter-electronics High Power Advanced Missile
Project (CHAMP) by the Air Force and the High Energy Laser Mo-
bile Demonstrator (HEL-MD) by the Army, have shown significant
progress toward addressing these issues. The committee notes that
the deployment of the Laser Weapon System (LaWS) by the Navy
onboard the USS Ponce, which will occur late in 2014, was the first
deployment of a high energy laser system on a U.S. vessel in a re-
alistic maritime environment. The committee congratulates the
Navy on the achievement of this major milestone and looks forward
to seeing the results of this deployment and how it will inform fu-
ture decisions related to directed energy weapons.

Navy reimbursable work for other Federal agencies

The committee is aware that the Chief of Naval Operations re-
cently issued guidance to Navy working capital funded entities, in-
cluding the science and technology laboratories and test and eval-
uation centers, to cease conducting reimbursable work for other
Federal agencies. The committee is concerned that such a morato-
rium ignores how working capital funded entities operate and the
value that outside, reimbursable work can have on reducing the
overall rate structure for entities like the naval warfare centers.
The committee also believes that such a move could be detrimental
to the overall efficiency of the Federal research and test enterprise
by forcing other Federal partners to rely on contractors to provide
these services, or to build additional, redundant scientific and test
capabilities. For example, the Department of Homeland Security
works very closely with the naval warfare centers to provide
science, technology, test and evaluation capabilities for its pro-
grams, and without that support, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity would have to devote a larger percentage of its research, de-
Velollf)‘ment, test, and evaluation budget to providing those services
itself.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy, in co-
ordination with the Chief of Naval Operations, to provide a briefing
to the House Committee on Armed Services by March 1, 2015, on
the rationale for the decision to cease reimbursable work for Fed-
eral agencies outside of the Navy, and an analysis of the policy im-
pacts of this decision, including the ability to facilitate interagency
work and fully utilize existing infrastructure. The briefing should
also examine the anticipated effect on Navy working capital fund
rates if the policy is enforced, as well as the impact if the policy
is rescinded. Finally, the briefing should examine the impact on
each naval warfare center, and the role of the warfare center’s com-
manding officers in making decisions related to reimbursable work.

Next Generation Land Attack and Offensive Anti-Surface Warfare
weapon development

The budget request contained $32.4 million in PE 24229N for
Tomahawk and Next Generation Land Attack Weapon (NGLAW)
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development. The budget request also contained $194.3 million in
Weapons Procurement, Navy for procurement of 100 Tomahawk
missiles, which is a decrease of 96 missiles from what had been
planned for procurement in the fiscal year 2014 budget request.
The budget request also proposes to terminate Tomahawk Block IV
procurement beginning in fiscal year 2016. In addition, the budget
request contained $203.0 million in PE 64786N for development of
Increment I and Increment II of the Offensive Anti-Surface War-
fare (OASUW) weapon.

The committee is concerned by the Secretary of the Navy’s rec-
ommendation to terminate procurement in 2016 of the Nation’s
only long-range, surface-launched land-attack cruise missile pro-
duction capability prior to finalizing concept development of
NGLAW, which is not planned to be operationally fielded until
2024 at the earliest. Furthermore, the committee is concerned that
the capability to recertify current inventory Block IV Tomahawk
missiles could be put at risk if the Secretary of the Navy decides
to shutter the Tomahawk Block IV production line in fiscal year
2016. The committee is also concerned that the Secretary has not
clearly articulated a medium- to long-range conventional cruise
missile requirements and capabilities strategy or roadmap that ex-
plains the bridge between production of current missiles to the de-
velopment, production, and fielding of OASUW and NGLAW. The
Secretary has also not clearly articulated how the missile require-
ments and capabilities differ between OASUW and NGLAW in
meeting combatant commander requirements, or the reason that a
separate missile is needed for OASUW and NGLAW in order to
meet offensive surface-attack mission requirements. Further, the
Secretary has not clearly articulated how the inventory stock of
long-range cruise missiles will be replenished if the current stock
of Tomahawk missiles is utilized to fulfill test, training, and
warfighting requirements between 2016—24. The committee is also
concerned that the Navy is well below all categories of inventory
requirements and is discouraged that the Navy is only using one
category of inventory requirements in stating that there is no risk
by terminating Tomahawk Block IV production in fiscal year 2016.

The recommendation to shutter the Tomahawk Block IV produc-
tion line is further compounded by the fact that OASUW Increment
I is just beginning to transition to a program of record, and
OASUW Increment II is still in the concept definition and refine-
ment phase. The committee supports current efforts to develop an
OASUW Increment I capability to fulfill the urgent operational
need of the Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, and encourages
the Secretary to aggressively pursue fielding this capability.

Therefore, the committee is skeptical of the Secretary of the
Navy’s decision to cease production of Tomahawk Block IV in 2016.
The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to provide a re-
port to the congressional defense committees in conjunction with
the submission of the budget request for fiscal year 2016, that ar-
ticulates the following: (1) a 15-year medium to long-range land at-
tack cruise missile strategy and roadmap; (2) known or anticipated
shortfalls and capability gaps of current cruise missiles; (3) an ex-
planation of requirement differences between OASUW and
NGLAW missile capabilities; (4) a transition strategy from current
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production land-attack cruise missiles to recertification of current
inventory cruise missiles that discusses anticipated cost, schedule,
and execution risks and issues; and (5) the cost, schedule, and exe-
cution risk associated with replenishment of current inventory
cruise missiles that may be used for test, training, and operational
requirements in order to maintain a sufficient inventory of cruise
missiles until NGLAW is operationally fielded. The report may con-
tain a classified annex or any other information that the Secretary
desires to convey to the congressional defense committees.

The committee recommends $32.4 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 24229N for Tomahawk and Next Generation Land
Attack Weapon (NGLAW) development. The committee rec-
ommends $276.3 million, an increase of $82.0 million, in Weapons
Procurement, Navy for procurement of 196 Tomahawk missiles and
to reduce risk to the Tomahawk missile industrial base. Elsewhere
in this Act, the committee includes a provision that would author-
ize multi-year procurement authority for Tomahawk Block IV mis-
siles if the Secretary of the Navy determines during deliberations
of the fiscal year 2016 budget request that it is not prudent to
shutter the production line at this time. The committee would sup-
port the Secretary’s decision to procure the maximum amount of
additional missiles to fully satisfy inventory requirements and
bridge transition to Tomahawk Block IV recertification and mod-
ernization in the most cost-effective manner possible, and espe-
cially during periods of constrained fiscal resources. Finally, the
committee recommends $203.0 million, the full amount requested,
in PE 64786N for development of Increment I and Increment II of
the Offensive Anti-Surface Warfare weapon.

Oceanographic research

The budget request contained $45.4 million in PE 62435N for the
Ocean Warfighting Environment Applied Research program.

For academic research, the Navy operates and maintains Auxil-
iary General Purpose Oceanographic Research (AGOR) vessels.
Three of these vessels require a mid-life overhaul, partial funding
for which was provided in the Consolidated and Further Con-
tinuing Appropriations Act, 2013 (Public Law 113-6). The com-
mittee notes that funding provided to date does not fully support
all of the items that the Navy has determined are necessary to
fully extend the life of these AGOR ships to 40—45 years.

Accordingly, the committee recommends $65.4 million, an in-
crease of $20.0 million, in PE 62435N for Ocean Warfighting Envi-
ronment Applied Research, to procure the entirety of a mid-life
overhaul. The committee notes that the inclusion of this authoriza-
tion of appropriations is predicated on merit-based selection proce-
dures in accordance with the requirements of section 2304(k) and
2374 of title 10, United States Code, or on competitive procedures.

The committee continues to believe that oceanographic research
is a core function of the Navy, and remains committed to ensuring
the ability of the Navy to sustain its research priorities, even in the
face of fiscally constrained budgets. The committee is concerned
that the Navy has been decreasing funding in oceanographic re-
search, especially sea-going research, and about the negative long-
term implications these trends are likely to have on areas like anti-
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submarine warfare and battlespace awareness. The committee be-
lieves that the Navy infrastructure such as the AGOR vessels, deep
submergence facilities such as the Hawaii Undersea Research Lab-
oratory, or the instrumentation investments made by the Defense
University Research Instrumentation Program are vital compo-
nents to the Navy’s program. Navy science and technology funding
also plays a key role in information stewardship, including ocean
mapping, oceanographic and meteorological data, that supports
Navy, national and international scientific goals.

Precision extended range munition program

The budget request contained $156.6 million in PE 26623M for
Marine Corps Ground Combat/Supporting Arms Systems. Of this
amount, $11.6 million was for the 120mm Precision Extended
Range Munition (PERM) program.

The PERM is a GPS-guided, precision munition that consists of
a propelling system, warhead, guidance system, fuze and container,
and will be fired from a 120mm Rifled Towed Mortar.

Section 216 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2014 (Public Law 113-66) required the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to certify to the congressional defense committees
the stand-alone operational need for PERM, as well as a sufficient
business case for PERM, as opposed to not using existing precision
munitions in the war reserve. The committee notes this certifi-
cation has not yet been provided, however, the committee has been
informed by the Marine Corps, as well as the Joint Staff, that a
favorable certification is imminent.

The committee is aware that the PERM program is the only
120mm extended range precision guided mortar program of record.
The committee understands the PERM program is currently on
schedule and a milestone C decision is currently scheduled for first
quarter fiscal year 2015. The committee expects the Army and Ma-
rine Corps to continue to coordinate efforts for next generation pre-
cision guided munition programs.

The committee recommends $11.6 million, full funding of the re-
quest, in PE 26623M for PERM development and low rate initial
production.

Submarine detection research

The committee is concerned about the emerging threat of sub-
marines that could potentially be deployed by adversaries in lit-
toral areas of the United States. These platforms are expected to
employ sophisticated quieting technologies to mask operations and
deployment patterns. However, the committee understands that
such submarines create wakes that can alter water column stresses
and seafloor roughness over movable sediment beds, and that alter-
ation of this roughness could leave a detectable non-acoustical sig-
nature that can be exploited to identify and track enemy forces in
littoral zones, and also help to guide mobility operations of U.S.
forces. The committee notes that recent advancements in multi-
beam sonar processing technologies may allow for the near real-
time detection of the small mobile roughness elements. Therefore,
the committee encourages the Navy to evaluate advanced concepts
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and technologies for non-acoustic submarine detection focused on
littoral zone seafloor scarring.

University-National Oceanographic Laboratory System ships

The committee recognizes that there is a growing need for at-sea
research and development platforms, especially with regard to the
development and testing of new anti-submarine warfare tech-
nologies. In particular, the committee understands that there is a
focus on new operational concepts that promise to improve wide
area surveillance, detection, and attack capabilities against quiet
adversary submarines operating in noisy and shallow water envi-
ronments. A key element of this assessment process is support pro-
vided by the University-National Oceanographic Laboratory Sys-
tem ships and their research base to assist in anti-submarine war-
fare research. The committee supports continued investment in the
University-National Oceanographic Laboratory System ships and
would urge the Department of the Navy to continue this critical re-
search.

Unmanned aerial system electronic attack demonstration

The budget request contained $7.8 million in PE 64376M for Ma-
rine Air-Ground Task Force electronic warfare development, but in-
cluded no funds for an unmanned aerial system (UAS) electronic
attack demonstration.

The committee notes that the Department of the Navy conducted
a demonstration of an unmanned MQ-9 Reaper in a weapons and
tactics instructor exercise at the Naval Air Weapons Station China
Lake, California, in October 2013, which included 86 aircraft, over
200 aircrew members and over 3,000 ground forces in a realistic
threat environment. The committee understands that the MQ-9
was configured with a prototype stand-off jamming system which
was able to defeat early warning threat radars, allowing the F/A—
18 and AV-8B aircraft to penetrate the simulated enemy air de-
fenses. The committee further notes that the unmanned MQ-9
Reaper would provide over 20 hours of on-station time, which is
about 15 hours longer than manned aircraft with similar capabili-
ties, and would require less logistical support in a deployed loca-
tion.

Based on the results of the October 2013 demonstration and the
ability of a UAS to perform an airborne electronic warfare mission,
the committee encourages the Department of the Navy to continue
to pursue this capability by conducting a more sophisticated dem-
onstration in fiscal year 2015 that would include multiple UAS
electronic attack aircraft with a UAS mission package that includes
?lectronic attack, electronic support measures and communication

eatures.

Unmanned Carrier-Launched Surveillance and Strike Program

The budget request contained $403.0 million in PE 64404N for
Unmanned Carrier-Launched Airborne Surveillance and Strike
(UCLASS) development.

The committee believes that current UCLASS Air System Seg-
ment requirements will not address the emerging anti-access/area-
denial (A2/AD) challenges to U.S. power projection that originally
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motivated creation of the Navy Unmanned Combat Air System (N-
UCAS) program during the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR), and which were reaffirmed in both the 2010 QDR and 2012
Defense Strategic Guidance. In particular, the disproportionate em-
phasis in the requirements on unrefueled endurance to enable con-
tinuous intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) support
to the Carrier Strike Group (CSG), a capability need presumably
satisfied by the planned acquisition of 68 MQ-4C Tritons, would
result in an aircraft with serious deficiencies in both survivability
and internal weapons payload capacity and flexibility. Further, the
cost limits for the aircraft are more consistent with a much less ca-
pable aircraft and will not enable the Navy to build a relevant ve-
hicle that leverages readily available and mature technology. As
planned, UCLASS appears unsupportive of the 2012 Defense Stra-
tegic Guidance for the United States to “maintain its ability to
project power in areas in which our access and freedom to operate
are challenged.”

The committee believes that the Navy needs a long-range, sur-
vivable unmanned ISR-strike aircraft as an integral part of the car-
rier air wings as soon as possible. However, investing in a program
today that does not adequately address the threat will only delay,
and could preclude, investment in and fielding of the right system
later. Therefore, the committee believes special attention needs to
be paid to threshold UCLASS requirements.

Finally, the committee is concerned with multiple aspects of the
proposed UCLASS acquisition strategy, including: insufficient time
and funding for contractors to mature their designs in support of
a full-scope Preliminary Design Review, due in part to late-devel-
oping and still-evolving air system performance requirements; the
additional risk to the program associated with the Navy’s decision
to abandon the precision landing system developed and successfully
tested during the UCAS-D effort; and the potential risk associated
with %\IIAVAIR developing the UCLASS Mission Control System in-
ternally.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to con-
duct a review of the requirements for a carrier-based unmanned
aircraft system to extend the ISR and precision strike reach of the
carrier air wing in A2/AD threat environments projected for 2025—
2035, and to provide a report on the review to the congressional de-
fense committees by December 30, 2014. The review should pay
special attention to revised threshold requirements for unrefueled
mission endurance, automated aerial refueling, refueled mission
endurance, survivability, internal weapons carriage and flexibility,
and autonomy/mission control system functionality. It should in-
clude mission- and campaign-level quantitative analysis of rep-
resentative carrier-based unmanned air system missions in the
2025-2035 timeframe, including but not limited to ISR, precision
strike, and electronic attack. It should also consider the overall
composition of the future carrier air wing, including the optimal
mix of manned and unmanned squadrons, for conducting represent-
ative joint ISR-strike campaigns in the 2030 timeframe. The com-
mittee also includes a provision elsewhere in this Act that would
prohibit the Secretary of the Navy from awarding a contract for the
UCLASS air vehicle segment until the Secretary of Defense com-
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pletes the requirements review and provides the report to the con-
gressional defense committees.

Virginia Payload Module program

The budget request contained $132.6 million in PE 64580N for
development of the Virginia Payload Module (VPM) program.

The committee believes that undersea strike capability will be a
critical capability for the U.S. military in the future, as U.S. forces
begin to operate in increasingly contested environments. In addi-
tion, the committee notes that with the pending retirement of the
four guided-missile nuclear submarines (SSGN), the U.S. military
will lose a significant portion of its undersea strike capability. The
committee believes that the VPM program is the lowest risk, lowest
cost, and best path for maintaining, and eventually expanding, crit-
ical undersea strike capabilities. The committee also notes that by
integrating the new strike capability into Block V Virginia-class
submarines, the Navy is avoiding having to start an entirely new
program that could take decades to come to fruition, whereas in
contrast, the VPM program could provide this new capability to the
fleet in time to partially compensate for the retirement of the
SSGNs. Therefore the committee continues to support the VPM
program.

The committee recommends $132.6 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 64580N for development of the VPM program.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request contained $23.7 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Air Force. The committee recommends
$23.9 billion, an increase of $125.5 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 re-
search, development, test and evaluation, Air Force program are
identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Additive manufacturing

The committee is aware that additive manufacturing techniques
and capabilities have the potential to dramatically lower the cost
of maintaining aging weapon platforms for the defense sustainment
community. Currently, the Air Force uses additive manufacturing
for design iteration, prototyping, tooling and fixtures, and for some
noncritical parts. However, in the future, the Air Force hopes to
use additive manufacturing for building actual aerospace parts.
The Air Force anticipates soon using additive manufacturing for
parts like fuel nozzles and heat exchangers. The committee believes
that the Air Force, and the rest of the Department of Defense, can
utilize additive manufacturing improvements to save money in up-
front manufacturing costs; improve fleet readiness by creating on-
demand alternatives to current parts supply chain; reduce parts
certification and transition costs; and reduce costs with creative im-
proved weapon systems parts that are lighter and stronger. The
committee encourages the Air Force to look at creative applications
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of additive manufacturing technology to reduce sustainment costs
for its weapon platforms and other systems.

Air Force tactical exploitation of national capabilities talon hate
program

The Department of the Air Force Tactical Exploitation of Na-
tional Capabilities (AFTENCAP) project pursues a wide range of
technological and operational objectives through transition of prov-
en national capabilities to warfighters for operational use and par-
ticipation in design of future national capabilities in order to lever-
age them for tactical users. The committee supports the TENCAP
program.

The Talon Hate program, developed under AFTENCAP, fields in
fiscal year 2015 and should provide a unique multi-domain capa-
bility to counter threats in the U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM)
area of responsibility (AOR). The committee understands the im-
portance of reliable, jam-proof communications between 4th and
5th generation fighters, the need to broadcast multi-source infor-
mation in a Link 16 compatible format, and the need to integrate
national strategic data into that communication network. While the
Talon Hate program will field four developmental pods for F-15s
in the USPACOM AOR, the committee is concerned that a strategic
plan to address this mission has not been developed, along with an
analysis of alternative technical approaches to meeting the associ-
ated warfighter requirements.

Therefore, the committee directs that the Secretary of the Air
Force, in coordination with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, to pro-
vide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services and the
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, by February
16, 2015, on the enduring military requirements associated with
the Talon Hate program, a comprehensive cost and benefit analysis
of the various technical approaches to solving those requirements,
and the associated strategic plan to addressing the requirements
including near and mid-term recommendations.

Air Force weapons simulation framework

The committee is aware that the Air Force ceded ownership of
weapon system models to the prime contractors in the late 1980s.
At the time, the Air Force decided to treat weapons as closed sys-
tems with the developer maintaining responsibility for every ele-
ment of the system, to include all simulations. Government-owned
models were relinquished and the government’s ability to conduct
independent studies atrophied. The committee is concerned that
such processes put the Air Force at a disadvantage to the commer-
cial providers in the weapons acquisition process, and run counter
to trends like open architecture, which allow the government to
provide broad architectural guidance but leave execution to the
contractor.

The committee is aware, though, that the Army has maintained
its development of Government-owned simulation resources in sup-
port of such programs as the Joint Common Missile. This has al-
lowed the Air Force to regrow some of its modeling and simulation
capability by working closely with the Army. The committee urges
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the Air Force to continue to work with the Army, and industry, to
develop a conventional weapons simulation framework to lower life-
cycle costs for conventional weapons and conduct benchmark tests
for programs such as the Small Diameter Bomb.

B-52 Strategic Radar Replacement program

The budget request contained $55.5 million in PE 11113F for B—
52 squadrons, but contained no funding for the B-52 Strategic
Radar Replacement (SR2) program.

The committee notes that the B-52 SR2 program is a radar re-
placement program that could take advantage of the advanced ca-
pabilities of modern, non-developmental radars, and maximize com-
monality with other platforms. In April 2011, the Air Force Re-
quirements Oversight Council recommended replacement of the ex-
isting B-52 radar with a non-developmental radar system. How-
ever, due to Air Force budget affordability concerns stemming from
compliance with the Budget Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-
25), the B-52 Strategic Radar Replacement program was termi-
nated in the fiscal year 2013 budget request. In 2013, the Air Force
reported to the congressional defense committees that a radar re-
placement is estimated to be the lower cost option rather than sus-
taining the current radar over the projected service life of the B—
52. The committee understands the sustainment costs for the leg-
acy radar system are predicted to significantly increase after 2017
based on obsolescence and diminishing manufacturing sources
issues.

Therefore, based on the projected savings, as well as the need for
common conventional capability across the B-52 aircraft fleet, the
committee encourages the Secretary of the Air Force to include
funding in the fiscal year 2016 budget request that would begin re-
placement of the B-52 legacy radar system.

Common airborne sense and avoid

The budget request contained $11.8 million in PE 35220F for the
design, development, integration and testing of a common airborne
slense and avoid (C-ABSAA) capability for unmanned aerial vehi-
cles.

The C-ABSAA system would provide the capability to integrate
unmanned aerial vehicles into United States national airspace sys-
tem and globally. The committee notes that plans for fiscal year
2015 include continuing to refine C-ABSAA requirements and con-
tinuing to mature the C-ABSAA system with the Air Force Re-
search Lab. The committee supports this plan and encourages the
Department of the Air Force to continue annual funding to support
a Milestone B decision in fiscal year 2019.

The committee recommends $11.8 million, the full amount of the
budget request, in PE 35220F for C-ABSAA design, development,
integration and testing.

Cyber operations program elements

The committee notes that the Air Force has created specific pro-
gram element and procurement lines for Offensive Cyber Oper-
ations (OCO) and Defense Cyber Operations (DCO). The committee
is aware that this was done to consolidate the funding activities in
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these areas into single program lines to allow for rapid technology
development and deployment for offensive and defensive tools. The
committee commends the Air Force for being proactive in consoli-
dating its activities, providing transparency in oversight for Con-
gress while also allowing for rapid acquisition on the part of the
Air Force. The committee believes this is a model for program man-
agement and oversight that should be emulated by the other serv-
ices and Defense Agencies, to the extent that is practicable.

E-8 Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System replace-
ment program

The budget request contained $73.1 million in PE 37581F for
Next Generation (NextGen) Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar
System (JSTARS) research and development. NextGen JSTARS
would replace the current E-8C JSTARS aircraft and provide bat-
tle management, command and control, intelligence, surveillance
and reconnaissance for the combatant commanders. The Depart-
ment of the Air Force currently plans to attain initial operational
capability with four NextGen JSTARS aircraft in fiscal year 2022,
and to attain full operational capability with 16 aircraft in fiscal
year 2025.

The committee notes that the E-8C JSTARS aircraft has pro-
vided effective joint air command and control in both land and
maritime arenas. However, current JSTARS platforms are aging
and the sustainment costs have increased. The committee also
notes that the budget request includes a Department of the Air
Force proposal to recapitalize the JSTARS fleet with a commer-
cially available aircraft that will decrease the logistics footprint, de-
crease sustainment costs, increase operational flexibility, and oper-
ate in an anti-access/area denial environment. The committee sup-
ports this decision. However, the committee notes that past intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance aircraft programs have
failed due to the selection of platforms too small to properly sup-
port the necessary mission equipment and crew. Therefore, the
committee encourages the Air Force to carefully review its require-
ments for the crew size, electrical power, mission systems equip-
ment, and aircraft performance to ensure that any new JSTARS
platform can provide equal or better capability than the current E—
8C aircraft.

The committee also notes that the Department of the Air Force
currently plans to retire the JSTARS T-3 test aircraft in fiscal year
2015 and to retire five additional E-8C aircraft in fiscal year 2016.
The committee further notes that that the NextGen JSTARS pro-
gram is scheduled to release a request for proposal in late fiscal
year 2015 and source selection is planned to be conducted in fiscal
year 2016. The committee expects that the Department of the Air
Force will take no action to prematurely retire E-8C aircraft before
2016, and before the committee is fully briefed on the acquisition
strategy, schedule, costs, and key performance parameters of the
NextGen JSTARS aircraft program.

Finally, the committee understands that the Department of the
Air Force intends to leverage high technological-readiness-level
communication, sensor, battle management and command and con-
trol system technologies to reduce program cost, reduce schedule
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and reduce risk of the NextGen JSTARS aircraft program. The
committee is concerned that a lengthy acquisition program will re-
sult in a capabilities gap which will leave the combatant com-
manders without an acceptable level of ground moving target indi-
cator and battle management command and control capability for
several years. The committee notes that the JSTARS analysis of al-
ternatives described a need for the integration of existing tech-
nology rather than the acquisition of new systems, and believes
that the use of existing technology combined with a commercially
available aircraft can result in a significantly faster acquisition
program. Accordingly, the committee urges the Department of the
Air Force to accelerate the NextGen JSTARS program.

The committee recommends $73.1 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 37581F for NextGen JSTARS research and develop-
ment.

EC-130 Compass Call aircraft replacement program

The committee notes that the current fleet of EC-130H “Com-
pass Call” aircraft are the Air Force’s only wide-area, airborne
Command and Control Warfare/Information Operations weapon
system, and that the Air Force plans to retire seven Compass Call
aircraft in fiscal year 2016. In addition, the committee understands
that the Air Force is conducting an analysis of alternatives (AOA)
on a follow-on capability to replace the current Compass Call air-
craft. The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to pro-
vide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services not
later than June 1, 2015, on the status and content of the AOA.

Ejection seat safety and reliability improvement program

The budget request contained no funds for the procurement of
modernized and upgraded ejection seats for Department of the Air
Force fighter and bomber aircraft.

The committee understands that aircraft aging and heavy oper-
ations tempo have produced fatigue and corrosion in legacy ejection
seat designs which were designed and procured by the Department
of the Air Force in the mid-1970s. The committee further under-
stands that the incorporation of modern helmet mounted displays
creates significant risk to pilot survival during high-speed ejections
because aerodynamic forces at high speeds within the current ejec-
tion seat operational envelope lift the modern helmet off the pilot,
generating high-neck tension loads. Data indicates that the Joint
Helmet Mounted Cueing System and helmet mounted displays in
tactical fighter aircraft can structurally fail above 450 knots, which
causes wind-stream aerodynamics on the pilot’s helmet to generate
neck tension loads over 700 pounds, well above risk-of-injury
thresholds to the pilot. The committee notes that the Department
of Defense Military Handbook 516B (MIL-HDBK-516B) for Air-
worthiness Certification Criteria prescribes a requirement for less
than 5 percent risk of major injury resulting from an aircraft ejec-
tion event, but that the requirement stipulated is not being met
today for ejection seats in legacy fighter aircraft or fifth generation
tactical aircraft. The committee understands that state-of-the art
upgraded ejection seats can effectively address these risks while at
the same time providing significantly improved ease of mainte-
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nance and increased aircraft availability, but the Department of
the Air Force has failed to take advantage of the new and improved
ejection seat technology that would greatly enhance protection of
pilots in ejection seat aircraft during emergency situations. The
committee notes that the high-speed ejection of a tactical fighter
pilot in January 2014 resulted in a pilot fatality because of the
gjection’s high-neck tension load encountered during the ejection.

Subsequently, the committee encourages the Department of the
Air Force to develop a strategy to begin replacing the 1970s-de-
signed ejection seats equipped in most legacy fighter and bomber
aircraft as soon as possible. The committee believes that mini-
mizing sustainment life-cycle costs through commonality with cur-
rently-fielded components should also be included as a prime deter-
minant in selecting an upgraded ejection seat.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Inspector General of the
Department of Defense to provide a report to the congressional de-
fense committees with the submission of the President’s fiscal year
2016 budget to Congress, that articulates which Department of De-
fense type, model, series ejection seat equipped aircraft meet the
aircrew survivability and equipment airworthiness requirements
stipulated by current policy and regulation of the Department for
pilots and aircrew that wear advanced helmet display equipment,
night vision goggles, or both, during flying operations.

Therefore, elsewhere in this Act, the committee establishes two
budget lines in research, development, test, and evaluation, Air
Force account, and the Aircraft Procurement, Air Force account ti-
tled “Ejection Seat Reliability Improvement Program”. The com-
mittee recommends $10.5 million, an increase of $10.5 million, of
which $3.5 million is for initial qualification in the research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation, Air Force account, and $7.0 million
is for initial installation of upgraded ejection seats in the Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force account.

F-35 25mm cannon ammunition

The committee is concerned about the Air Force’s plans for evalu-
ating and fielding 25mm cannon ammunition for the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter. Specifically, the committee is concerned about the
procurement of some types of 25mm ammunition, potentially at the
exclusion of any alternative North American National Technology
Industrial Base offerings. Therefore, the committee directs the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to provide a briefing to the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services not later than August 1, 2014, on the Air
Force’s plans to evaluate, test, and field 25mm cannon ammunition
for the Air Force’s F-35 fleet.

F-35 aircraft program

The F-35 aircraft program is the largest acquisition program
within the Department of Defense, with a current planned procure-
ment of 2,443 aircraft for the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force
to meet fifth generation U.S. fighter requirements. The committee
notes that despite the decreased budget authority contained in the
Budget Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25), the Department
has not decreased its planned procurement of 2,443 aircraft. The
committee strongly supports the requirement for fifth generation
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fighter aircraft due to projected increases in the effectiveness and
quantities of threat anti-aircraft ground systems and adversary air-
craft and their associated air-to-air weapons. The committee be-
lieves that without advanced fifth generation aircraft, the United
States may be significantly limited in its ability to project power
in the future.

The F-35 program is approximately 50 percent through its flight
test program which is planned to be completed in the first quarter
of fiscal year 2018. At a hearing held by the House Committee on
Armed Services’ Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces on
March 26, 2014, the F-35 program executive officer testified that
the F-35 program is making slow but steady progress. The com-
mittee notes that the F—35 program executive officer has identified
the software development for the final development software block,
known as block 3F, as an area with some risk remaining, which
could result in a 4- to 6-month delay in delivery of software block
3F. In the committee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, the com-
mittee expressed a concern about delayed software development
and recommended a provision that would require the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics to es-
tablish an independent team consisting of subject matter experts to
review the development of F-35 software and to submit a report to
the congressional defense committees. This provision was included
in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014
(Public Law 113-66). The committee expects this report to be sub-
mitted by June 2014, and will consider future actions based on the
recommendations submitted by the independent team of subject
matter experts.

F-35 block 4 program

The budget request contained $71.8 million in PE 20714F, PE
64800N, and PE 64800M for development of the F—35 block 4.

The F-35 block 4 program is planned to provide follow-on F-35
capabilities after completion of the engineering and manufacturing
development program, currently scheduled for October 2017, which
would include the integration of additional U.S. and partner nation
weapons into the F-35 aircraft. The block 4 program would also
provide a dual-capable F—35A aircraft for the Air Force, allowing
it to perform both conventional and nuclear strike missions. Cur-
rently, the dual-capable mission is performed by both F-16 and F-—
15E aircraft.

The committee supports the F-35 block 4 program, which is de-
veloping a streamlined approach to deliver capabilities as soon as
feasible. The committee notes that the block 4 development pro-
gram would be completed in two parts, a block 4A and block 4B,
and further notes that the block 4B program is currently expected
to achieve its initial operational capability in fiscal year 2024. The
committee understands that the dual-capable F-35 aircraft would
be included in block 4B, and to replace the aging F-16 fleet, the
committee encourages the Department of the Air Force to accel-
erate the completion of block 4B with future budget requests.
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Ground Moving Target Indicator Way Ahead

Combat Operations in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and
the Republic of Iraq have highlighted a growing demand for air-
borne ground moving target indicator (GMTI) sensing as well as
significant phenomenologically-driven performance limitations in
counter-insurgency and counter-terrorism operation environments.
The committee understands that the Department of the Air Force
intends to recapitalize the E-8C joint surveillance and targeting
radar attack system (JSTARS) fleet on a more efficient airframe
with modern radar, avionics, and communication systems, and on-
board battle management and command and control (BMC2) and
Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance capability. Well
ahead of the initial operating capability (IOC) of any replacement
platform, the Department of the Air Force intends to reduce the E—
8C fleet by nearly one third, by reducing the E-8C JSTARS fleet
from 16 to 11 aircraft, and to begin incrementally reducing associ-
ated E-8C JSTARS manpower.

At the same time, the committee notes that the Department of
the Air Force continues to test and field Global Hawk Block 40 air-
craft with the multi-platform radar technology insertion program
(MP-RTIP) MTI radar, eventually fielding 11 high-altitude, long
endurance aircraft. The committee also notes that the Department
of the Air Force development efforts relating to the vehicle dis-
mount and exploitation radar (VADER) transitioned to the Army
with no apparent plan to field a capability on Department of the
Air Force remotely piloted aircraft (RPA).

The committee is concerned that the volume and pace of change
in the GMTI development and fielding may be indicative of a lack
of precision in the underlying requirement set. Clearly, the need to
recapitalize the current JSTARS aircraft is urgent, and the com-
mittee believes a rapid acquisition to achieve the required BMC2
and ISR capabilities is necessary. While the JSTARS recapitaliza-
tion platform is planned to achieve far better performance in the
areas of higher altitudes, superior sensing, increased operational
availability and speed, the number of platforms to be fielded is
identical to that of the current JSTARS fleet. However, the require-
ment for the number of JSTARS was established long before 11
long-endurance high altitude GMTI platforms were developed. Also,
limitations in GMTI performance against dismounts that led to the
development of the VADER have not been fully addressed as part
of the JSTARS recapitalization plan.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force,
in coordination with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to
provide a report to the congressional defense committees and the
congressional intelligence committees by February 16, 2015, that
captures the aggregate requirement for GMTI capability and capac-
ity for the Department of Defense. The report should detail the cur-
rent validated requirements for GMTI capabilities and capacities.
Requirements should be expressed in terms of sensor fidelity using
metrics such as ground radar coverage area, revisit rate, minimum
detection velocity, target locating error, radar imaging, hours on-
station per mission per month per year, sorties per month and per
year, and anticipated targets types and density. The report should
also highlight the degree to which the current Air Force plan, in-
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cluding the near-term reductions in JSTARS capacity and the end-
state aggregate of 27 MTI aircraft compare to the underlying re-
quirements.

Metals Affordability Initiative

The budget request contained $32.2 million in PE 63112F for ad-
vanced materials for weapons systems. Of this amount, $5.4 million
is estimated for the Metals Affordability Initiative (MAI).

The committee notes that the MAI is a public-private partner-
ship that includes the entire domestic specialty aerospace metals
industrial manufacturing base. Air Force participation with MAI
has resulted in significant improvement in the manufacture of spe-
cialty metals for aerospace applications, including aluminum, beryl-
lium, nickel-based superalloys and titanium. Due to the widespread
use and need for the Department of Defense, the committee encour-
ages the Air Force to engage with the other military departments
and agencies to ensure they are able to leverage MAI for their spe-
cific needs. In addition, the committee encourages the Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial Base
Policy to examine the MAI partnership model to determine if it
might be integrated into the work of the Lightweight and Modern
Metals Manufacturing Innovation Institute in the advanced manu-
facturing initiative.

The committee recommends $42.2 million, an increase of $10.0
million, in PE 63112F for the MAI program.

Nuclear command and control for enduring tanker aircraft

As the Air Force recapitalizes its tanker fleet, the committee be-
lieves it is important that nuclear command and control require-
ments for tankers be revalidated and a long-term plan be developed
to fulfill any unmet requirements. Therefore, the committee directs
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Commander, U.S. Strategic
Command, to review, and if appropriate update, the requirements
contained in Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction
(CJCSI) 6811.01C related to nuclear command, control, and com-
munications for tanker aircraft. The committee further directs the
Chairman to submit a report to the congressional defense commit-
tees by April 1, 2015, on the results of this review.

Additionally, in the event that, subsequent to the Chairman’s up-
date, there are any unmet requirements contained in the updated
6811.01C for enduring tanker aircraft, the committee directs the
Secretary of the Air Force to submit a plan to the congressional de-
fense committees by November 1, 2015, to ensure that enduring
tanker aircraft meet all requirements contained in CJCSI
6811.01C, as updated, related to nuclear command, control, and
communications. The plan should include a schedule for updating
all enduring tanker aircraft to meet any unmet requirements as
well as associated costs and program details for such a plan.

Presidential Aircraft Recapitalization program

The budget request contained $11.0 million in PE 41319F for the
Presidential Aircraft Recapitalization (PAR) program.
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The committee understands that the Air Force plans to develop
the PAR acquisition strategy, complete milestone B documentation,
continue market research, and develop the Systems Requirements
Document in fiscal year 2014 and throughout fiscal year 2015. The
committee is also concerned that the Air Force is planning to cir-
cumvent section 2366b of title 10, United States Code, regarding
the requirement to complete a Preliminary Design Review prior to
commencement of milestone B and contract award for the aircraft
selection. As well, the Systems Requirements Review will not occur
until at least 6 months after the aircraft selection. The committee
also understands that the Secretary of the Air Force may attempt
to assume the roles and responsibilities of PAR product support
manager, system and subsystems integrator, and engineering sys-
tems and technical authority, which is a departure from past and
current practices for those functions regarding presidential support
aircraft. The committee believes this may increase risk to product
development and execution of life-cycle sustainment activities of
the PAR program.

Therefore, elsewhere in this Act, the committee includes a provi-
sion that would require the Secretary of the Air Force to complete
a Preliminary Design Review for the PAR program prior to the
Milestone Decision Authority awarding a milestone B and contract
approval for the PAR program. Further, the committee encourages
the Secretary of the Air Force to comprehensively reassess the risk
in assuming the aforementioned product support and integration
management responsibilities, that have otherwise been the respon-
sibility of the Original Equipment Manufacturer, for presidential
support airlift aircraft.

The committee recommends $11.0 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 41319F for the PAR program.

Wide area surveillance

The budget request contained $20.6 million in PE 35206F for de-
velopment of airborne reconnaissance systems, but contained no
funding for development of wide area surveillance.

The committee notes that persistent day and night wide-area mo-
tion imagery (WAMI) capability is flying in the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan, and is considered by operational commanders to be a
critical intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance program for
combat units.

The committee also notes that Congress provided an increase of
$10.0 million in fiscal year 2014 to begin integration of a near-
vertical direction finding capability into an existing WAMI-
equipped MQ-9 unmanned aerial system, which is resulting in a
multi-intelligence capability. The committee understands that the
Department of the Air Force plans to fund a WAMI system in fiscal
year 2016 to begin a program of record. The committee is con-
cerned that without funding in fiscal year 2015 to continue devel-
opment of the multi-intelligence capable wide-area surveillance sys-
tem, engineering teams will be reduced or disbanded, technical
support to deployed systems will be impacted, and program im-
provement efforts will be reduced or terminated. The committee
further notes that the Chief of Staff of the Air Force included an



77

increase of $10.0 million for a WAMI sensor program among his
unfunded priorities for fiscal year 2015.

Accordingly, the committee recommends $30.6 million, an in-
crease of $10.0 million, in PE 35206F for further development of
WAMI.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

Overview

The budget request contained $16.8 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Defense-Wide. The committee rec-
ommends $17.0 billion, an increase of $223.3 million to the budget
request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2015 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Defense-Wide program
are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Analysis of Alternatives for Undersea Clandestine Insertion of Spe-
cial Operations Forces

The committee is aware of a recently completed Analysis of Al-
ternatives (AOA) for Undersea Clandestine Insertion of Special Op-
erations Forces and that the review provides alternatives for con-
tinued operational capability as well as future growth for Navy
Sea, Air, Land undersea insertion capabilities. The committee un-
derstands that this AOA included representatives from U.S. Special
Operations Command, the Department of the Navy (Program Exec-
utive Officer, Submarines), and the Joint Staff and was coordinated
by a study director from the RAND Corporation, a Federally Fund-
ed Research and Development Center. The committee understands
that the final publication of the AOA was to be made available to
the congressional defense committees in March 2014.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to pro-
vide a copy of the Analysis of Alternatives report in its entirety and
a briefing on the report to the congressional defense committees by
July 1, 2014. The report and briefing should be presented to the
committees in unclassified and classified formats as determined by
the Secretary of Defense.

Ballistic Missile Defense Midcourse Segment

The budget request includes $1.004 billion for the Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Midcourse Defense Segment in PE 63882C for activi-
ties in research, development, test and evaluation, Defense-wide.

The committee observes that while this is an increase for this
program element, also referred to as the Ground-based Midcourse
Defense (GMD) segment, in the fiscal year 2015 budget request
when compared to the fiscal year 2014 request, that this year’s re-
quest also includes two new Missile Defense Agency (MDA) activi-
ties, “Improved Homeland Defense Interceptors” and “Discrimina-
tion Improvements for Homeland Defense”, not found in the prior
year’s request. Thus, the basic GMD program funding has been cut
in the proposed budget request for fiscal year 2015.
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The request supports the MDA’s top management focus areas:
Capability Enhancement (CE) 2 Enhanced Kill Vehicle (EKV) re-
turn to intercept activities; interceptor reliability enhancements;
sustainment of the weapons system; return to Ground-based Inter-
ceptor (GBI) deliveries; Missile Field 1 refurbishment. The com-
mittee is concerned that as the only operationally-deployed system
for defense of the United States against growing intercontinental
ballistic missile threats, additional investments are required to en-
sure GMD provides reliable capability with long-term sustainment
and modernization of the Nation’s most strategic defensive weapon
system. The committee observes this system is approaching half of
its life, 10 of 20 years, and additional funding may be required to
conduct a robust reliability growth and testing program, and per-
form a modernization and technology refresh program.

The committee is aware that following two successive test fail-
ures of the CE-2 EKV (FTG-06 in January 2010 and FTG-06a in
December 2010), MDA completed a successful non-intercept test on
January 26, 2013. The next step for the CE-2 Return to Flight will
be an intercept test scheduled for June of 2014. The committee is
also aware that an attempted intercept test of the CE-1 EKV on
July 5, 2013, which represents two-thirds of the operationally de-
ployed GBI fleet but had not been tested since 2008, failed. The
committee eagerly awaits the results of the Failure Review Board.

The committee recommends $1.044 billion, an increase of $40.0
million, in PE 63882C for the Ballistic Missile Defense Midcourse
Defense Segment in research, development, test and evaluation,
Defense-wide. The committee expects these additional funds to
begin to correct the short-fall present in the fiscal year 2015 budget
request for the reliability, refresh and modernization of the GMD
system, including to upgrade the Capability Enhancement—2 kill
vehicle software and batteries, the Command Launch Equipment
Ground Fire Control architecture that was begun in fiscal year
2014, and stockpile reliability efforts.

Bioforensic threat detection

The committee is aware that detecting, deterring, and defeating
biological and physical agents used by terrorists is of critical impor-
tance to national security. The committee is aware that bioforensic
detection capabilities can be helpful by identifying molecular mark-
ers in human cells following exposure to threat agents, and using
suitable biomarkers for subsequent detection using field deployable
equipment. Such methods can be used to rapidly identify and un-
derstand human individuals; drug plant sourcing; plant-based geo-
graphic locations; and the distribution routes of terrorist agents.
The committee encourages the Department of Defense to develop
combined government, academic, and industrial partnerships to
field small, deployable, and rapid bioforensic analysis capabilities
for Department operational forces.

Biosecurity in Department of Defense research facilities

The committee is concerned about the potential threat posed to
the United States by biological weapons. The threat of a biological
attack may come from a number of sources, including state, non-
state and even lone actors, as was believed to be the case in the
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2001 Anthrax attacks. The Subcommittee on Intelligence, Emerg-
ing Threats and Capabilities held a hearing on October 11, 2013,
that examined the state of U.S. efforts for biodefense. During that
hearing, the panel of independent expert witnesses was critical of
the biosafety and biosecurity procedures in medical research facili-
ties, identifying a lapse of proper screening and consistent proce-
dures as a potential risk with respect to lone actor threats. While
the committee notes that the biological agents stored in medical re-
search facilities are not the only source of weaponizable materials,
the committee believes the Department of Defense should take all
precautions possible to mitigate the risk of bioterrorism.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to pro-
vide a briefing to the Committee on Armed Services of the House
of Representatives not later than September 30, 2014, on biosecu-
rity procedures within Department of Defense biological research
facilities which handle or store Category A, B, or C priority patho-
gens. The briefing should include a discussion of personnel screen-
ing procedures, security procedures, and the means for training
personnel on safety and security procedures. The briefing should
also highlight any inconsistencies or variability in procedures
across the facilities.

Capabilities to experimentally study militarily-relevant High Rey-
nolds Numbers

In Department of Defense Directive 4180.01, issued on April 16,
2014, the Department provides policy and guidance on energy plan-
ning, use, and management, and establishes an energy policy to
“enhance military capability, improve energy security, and mitigate
costs in its use and management of energy.” One of the means to
achieve these ends will include “improv[ing] the energy perform-
ance of weapons systems, platforms, equipment, and products, and
their modifications.”

The committee notes that mitigating turbulent boundary layer
drag, which forms along the surfaces of all aircraft and marine
platforms and produces a shear force that opposes the motion of
the vehicle, is central to the goals of reducing fuel consumption and
optimizing performance of military platforms, such as ships, sub-
marines, and transport and fighter aircraft. Despite the critical and
pervasive impact of these so-called “High Reynolds Number” turbu-
lent boundary layers, the committee is concerned that only limited
domestic capability exists to experimentally study them, though
such studies are critical to developing and applying advanced com-
putational techniques and empirical models to enhance the energy
efficiency and performance of military platforms.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering to provide a briefing to the
House Armed Services Committee on the Department’s technical
capabilities to experimentally study military relevant High Rey-
nolds Number turbulent boundary layers and any gaps in the capa-
bility to carry out such studies by February 1, 2015.

Chemical Biological Defense Program threat priorities

The committee is aware of significant efforts within the Chemical
Biological Defense Program (CBDP) to develop medical counter-
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measures to protect U.S. troops from chemical, biological, radio-
logical and nuclear (CBRN) threats. The committee notes that the
development of a drug or vaccine to treat or protect against a given
threat in many cases will take up to a decade from the time of con-
ception through the Food and Drug Administration approval proc-
ess to be available for use. However, the committee recognizes that
the CBRN threat space is constantly evolving in terms of the type
and severity of threats U.S. troops are likely to encounter at any
point in time. The committee is concerned about the mismatch in
these timescales, and therefore directs the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs to
brief the House Committee on Armed Services by September 30,
2014, on the approved process for establishing and validating the
priorities for the threats for medical countermeasures research and
development. The briefing should include a list of the current
threats, and the frequency with which the priority list is updated.

Combat helmet test and evaluation protocols

The committee recognizes the National Academies, at the request
of Director of Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E), has com-
pleted a study that reviewed current DOT&E test protocols for
combat helmets.

The committee understands the study undertaken by the Na-
tional Academies evaluated the adequacy of the Army’s Combat
Helmet test protocol for both first article testing and lot acceptance
testing, including its use of the metrics of probability of no penetra-
tion and the upper tolerance limit used to evaluate backface defor-
mation. The study also evaluated the adequacy of the current hel-
met testing procedures to determine the level of protection provided
by current helmet performance specifications. The committee notes
there appears to be a lack of biomedical connection between either
brain injury and performance metrics or penetration and backface
deformation, and no scientific basis for the choice of backface defor-
mation thresholds.

The committee encourages the Secretary of Defense to establish
a research program to develop helmet test metrics that have a
clear scientific link to the modes of human injury from ballistic im-
pact, blast, and blunt trauma. The committee recommends the Sec-
retary of Defense ensure that appropriate threats, in particular
fragmentation threats, from current and emerging threat profiles
are used in combat helmet testing. The committee also expects
DOT&E to consider the findings and recommendations in the Na-
tional Academies study and make a determination as to whether
a new or modified first article test protocol for combat helmets is
required.

Combatant commands and science and technology Communities of
Interest

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense engages
in a science and technology (S&T) planning process known as Reli-
ance 21, which was established to coordinate and reduce unwar-
ranted duplication in service and agency S&T efforts. The technical
groups known as Communities of Interest (COI) are the heart of
the Reliance 21 process, and they cover 17 technical areas. The
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committee recognizes that the COIs represent a key mechanism to
assess programs, share information, and, when needed, to develop
long-term roadmaps for key technology thrusts. However, the com-
mittee does not believe that all of the combatant commands are in-
cluded in this COI process. Since most combatant commands have
scientific advisers, and some have funds and authorities to carry
out S&T programs, it appears to be an oversight for them not to
be integrated into relevant COIs. The committee urges the Depart-
ment to actively engage with combatant commands, such as Trans-
portation Command and Cyber Command, in the S&T COlIs to en-
sure their perspectives are included in current and future
roadmapping and assessment activities.

Combating Terrorism and Technology Support Office

The budget request included $69.7 million in PE 63122DZ8 for
the Combating Terrorism and Technology Support Office (CTTSO).

The committee notes CTTSO’s unique contributions in supporting
the warfighter with the rapid acquisition of counterterrorism and
irregular warfare technologies and capabilities. The committee sup-
ports CTTSO’s unique business model that rapidly identifies and
prioritizes Department of Defense requirements and conducts time-
ly research, development, testing, and evaluation projects. The
committee recognizes the important role CTTSO continues to play
now and in the future given evolving threats from terrorism and
irregular warfare challenges.

The committee recommends $89.7 million, an increase of $20 mil-
lion, in 63122DZ8 for the Combating Terrorism and Technology
Support Office.

Conference restrictions for scientists and engineers

The committee is aware that one of the areas where the Depart-
ment of Defense has been trying to reduce its costs has been in
conference travel. With recent advances in collaboration tools, video
teleconferencing, and telepresence, such travel can be reasonably
scaled back in some areas with little negative impact on the work-
force.

However, the committee is concerned that blanket restrictions on
conference travel are having an acute negative impact on the
science and engineering workforce. The committee recognizes that
such conferences are not just professional enrichment for this sec-
tor of the workforce, but are vital and mission-essential tools of the
trade. For example, scientists and engineers use national and inter-
national sponsors of professional scientific societies to peer review
their work, get exposed to the most recent advances in the inter-
national academic community, and better understand the techno-
logical advances of allies and adversaries alike. In addition, for
many scientists and engineers, participation in these professional
societies is essential for professional development in order to attain
fellowships and recognition within their respective fields of endeav-
or. The committee is aware of anecdotal examples of these travel
restrictions, coupled with furloughs and pay freezes, contributing to
some members of the workforce leaving public service.

The committee applauds the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology and Logistics for recognizing the problem and
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issuing a memo on February 14, 2014, to clarify the guidance for
technical and industry conferences. The committee urges the Under
Secretary to continue to highlight this issue within the Department
and to find appropriate mechanisms for tracking compliance with
this guidance, and find additional means to support travel for the
science and engineering workforce to attend technical conferences.

Coordination of efforts for advanced manufacturing of medical
countermeasures

The committee is aware of multiple efforts in biological defense
within several Government departments and agencies, in par-
ticular in the area of medical countermeasures (MCM). The Chem-
ical Biological Defense Program (CBDP) within the Department of
Defense has begun construction on an advanced manufacturing
center for MCM in order to address the unique needs of the De-
partment of Defense for medical countermeasures. However, the
committee is also aware that the Department of Health and
Human Services has also made significant investments in con-
structing its own centers for advanced manufacturing. In general,
these centers will be focused on addressing the requirements of the
Department of Health and Human Services for MCM.

In testimony before the Subcommittee on Intelligence, Emerging
Threats and Capabilities on October 11, 2013, the principal investi-
gator for the Texas A&M Center for Innovation in Advanced Devel-
opment and Manufacturing, one of the Department of Health and
Human Services centers, testified that those centers were fully ca-
pable of meeting all Department of Defense requirements for MCM
advanced manufacturing. This has raised questions regarding the
need for the Department of Defense to fund what appears to be a
duplicative effort. The committee notes that while there are dif-
ferences in the capabilities between the Department of Defense and
Department of Health and Human Services centers, there is also
a significant amount of overlap.

The committee is aware that coordination on research and devel-
opment of MCM is performed through the Public Health Emer-
gency Medical Countermeasures Enterprise (PHEMCE), in which
the Department of Defense is an active participant. These coordina-
tion efforts are laudable. However, the committee is aware that the
PHEMCE is not directly managing the advanced manufacturing
process and will instead rely on a separate governance board. In
light of these facts, the committee is concerned that, although the
Department of Defense center for advanced manufacturing is al-
ready designed and construction has begun, the ability to coordi-
nate with and leverage the efforts of other Government agencies for
advanced manufacturing does not yet appear to be fully estab-
lished, and therefore, the possibility of inefficiency and unnecessary
redundancy within the Department of Defense is still significant.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs to
provide a briefing to the congressional defense committees by Octo-
ber 30, 2014, on the status of the coordination process for the ad-
vanced manufacturing of medical countermeasures between the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of Health and Human
Services. This briefing should include the following:
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(1) Details of the Department of Defense’s role on the governance
board which oversees the advanced manufacturing process, includ-
ing frequency of meetings, level of interaction, etc.

(2) The degree to which the Department of Defense is able to uti-
lize the Department of Health and Human Services advanced man-
ufacturing centers, including a discussion of time and cost savings.

(3) Any application of best practices, lessons learned, etc. from
past coordination efforts with the PHEMCE with respect to the
current coordination efforts for advanced manufacturing.

(4) Any obstacles to the coordination process, including any
issues which may prohibit or impede the Department of Defense’s
ability to utilize the Department of Health and Human Services ad-
vanced manufacturing centers.

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency Spectrum Challenge

The committee is aware that the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA) conducted a competition in 2013 and
2014 to develop advanced radio techniques capable of commu-
nicating in congested and contested electromagnetic environments
without direct coordination or spectrum preplanning. This DARPA
Spectrum Challenge entailed head-to-head competitions between
multiple industry and academic teams, including an opposing red
team, in a structured testbed environment that required teams to
compete against one another, as well as work cooperatively. The
winning teams won prizes totaling $150,000, and provided valuable
insight for the Department of Defense into possible technical solu-
tions for remedying the future spectrum crunch.

The committee applauds the creativity of DARPA in using its
prize authority to explore novel techniques for addressing spec-
trum-sharing problems. As noted elsewhere in this report, the com-
mittee is aware that spectrum is a vital national security resource
which must be actively managed to ensure effective and efficient
use that balances competing demands between the services, other
Federal agencies, and the private sector. The committee sees this
sort of competition as a useful tool to address broader national
challenges related to spectrum. The committee encourages the De-
partment of Defense, as well as other Federal agencies, to cre-
atively use such prize and challenge authorities to find innovative
solutions to growing problems like spectrum efficiency and sharing.

Development of antibiotics against biothreats

The committee is aware that Category A and B bacterial patho-
gens pose a significant risk to national security because they can
be easily disseminated, result in high mortality rates, and require
special action for public health preparedness. In addition to the
Category A and B pathogens, the committee understands that
there is a critical need for antibiotics against other highly resistant
bacteria which also may pose a threat to the health and security
of the Nation. These issues reinforce the committee’s concern about
the full spectrum of bacterial infectious diseases that pose signifi-
cant threats to our military. The Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA), together with the Chemical Biological Defense Program
(CBDP), have the mission to safeguard the United States and its
allies from chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and high-yield
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explosive (CBRNE) weapons of mass destruction by providing capa-
bilities to reduce, eliminate, and counter the threat and mitigate ef-
fects. The committee recognizes that there are ongoing efforts with-
in DTRA and the CBDP to develop antibiotics to combat these
pathogens. However, the committee is also aware that the current
austere fiscal climate will require these organizations to make dif-
ficult decisions regarding funding and priorities for a number of ef-
forts, which may result in funding cuts for important research and
development. Given the threat posed by these Category A and B
bacterial pathogens, the committee encourages DTRA and the
CBDP to continue research on the development of antibiotics to
combat these pathogens.

Development of innovative detection and threat identification tech-
nologies

The committee remains concerned about credible threats posed
by state and non-state actors in their attempts to acquire and
weaponize chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and high-yield
explosive (CBRNE) weapons of mass destruction (WMD) for use
against the United States and its allies. The committee is aware
that the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) continues to de-
velop and field technologies that reduce, counter, and eliminate the
threat of CBRNE WMD. The committee is also aware that as part
of these efforts, DTRA continues to invest in small lightweight, per-
son-portable detection equipment to detect CBRNE materials. The
committee recognizes the importance of this equipment as enabling
a wide range of operations within CBRNE environments, and
therefore encourages DTRA to continue the development, dem-
onstration and deployment of innovative and emerging detection
and threat identification technologies that are useful across the
widest-spectrum of CBRNE threats. In addition, the committee di-
rects the Director of DTRA to brief the House Committee on Armed
Services by December 31, 2014, on their efforts to advance and
make operational a light-weight, person-portable CBRNE detection
and analysis device.

Electronic warfare roadmap

The committee recognizes the importance of electronic warfare
(EW) technologies, both for irregular warfare challenges such as
defeating improvised explosive devices, as well as for peer competi-
tors where anti-access and area denial threats are paramount. As
the technologies for electronic warfare, signals intelligence, and
cyber operations increasingly converge, the committee believes that
it will be important to prioritize and coordinate science and techno-
logical investments to maintain technological superiority. The com-
mittee commends service research labs and the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency for making important EW technology in-
vestments, and recognizes the critical role that the Department of
Defense’s Reliance 21 Communities of Interest (COI) play in identi-
fying the critical technologies that will be key for the United States
to maintain its global advantage in EW operations out to 2025. The
committee understands that the EW COI is working on an elec-
tronic warfare roadmap, and looks forward to seeing that document
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to better understand where the Department will be making key in-
vestments across the Future Years Defense Plan.

Expeditionary airfield technology

The committee understands that Expeditionary Airfields (EAF)
are used by all the military services to support forward deployed
air operations, and that EAFs have the capability to support all
types of aircraft from all the military services in full spectrum op-
erations. The committee understands the military services may re-
quire new EAF technology, an investment that could be critical to
enhancing forward deployed military readiness in an expeditionary
environment. Therefore, the committee directs the Under Secretary
of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to provide a
report to the congressional defense committees not later than Feb-
ruary 15, 2015, on the following:

(1) The need for expeditionary airfields in the ongoing threat en-
vironment;

(2) The capacity of existing EAF technology to support additional
air assets;

(3) The efficacy of expeditionary airfields in mobilization and de-
mobilization in theater; and

(4) The status of development of new matting technology that can
support additional weight and accommodate increased thermal load
and engine blast from vertical lift aircraft.

Field-programmable gate arrays for defense

The committee recognizes the importance of utilizing field-pro-
grammable gated arrays (FPGAs) for defense application in order
to allow for greater flexibility in the processing power of some de-
fense applications. The committee is aware, though, that such ca-
pability can also introduce vulnerabilities into defense systems, and
the Department of Defense is challenged to find means to mitigate
those potential vulnerabilities and ensure a high level of trust for
this class of microcircuits. Further, the committee notes that the
prevalence of foreign FPGA providers makes trusted sourcing for
these microcircuits an additional security challenge that the De-
partment must address.

Therefore, the committee directs the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to conduct an analysis of
the Department’s strategy for utilizing FPGAs and to provide a
briefing to the House Committee on Armed Services by March 1,
2015 on the results of the analysis. The briefing should address the
following issues:

(1) How FPGAs fit into both Department’s microelectronics strat-
egy, especially with regard to their use in both new and legacy sys-
tems;

(2) How trust and security vulnerability can be mitigated by the
Trusted Defense Systems strategy;

(3) Any special budgeting, manpower, manufacturing or acquisi-
tion issues that may need to be addressed by the use and integra-
tion of FPGAs; and

(4) Recommendations for how to increase utilization of FPGAs,
and if necessary, production capacity.
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Future vertical lift

In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the com-
mittee directed the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics to submit a report to the congressional
defense committees providing the status of the Department’s en-
gagement with the Vertical Lift Consortium on related technology
requirements and development strategies for next-generation
vertical lift aircraft.

The committee notes that the required report was delivered to
the congressional defense committees on May 13, 2013. The com-
mittee recognizes incremental improvements or upgrades to cur-
rent Department rotorcraft will not fully meet future joint service
operational requirements. The committee supports the development
of future vertical lift aircraft and encourages the Department to ex-
pand the prototyping program to include vertical lift aircraft. The
committee also understands that a key aspect of this program is
the Joint Multi-Role (JMR) Aircraft Demonstrator. The program in-
cludes related research on next-generation rotors, drive trains, en-
gines, sensors, and survivability. The committee encourages the
Department to provide additional funding for this program in the
fiscal year 2016 budget request.

Guidance on utilizing non-profit research institutes

The committee recognizes that independent, non-profit research
institutions provide value to the research and development port-
folios of the Department of Defense. The committee believes that
non-profit research institutions have unique capabilities, experi-
ence, and infrastructure that are well suited to technology matura-
tion, risk reduction, and transition to programs of record.

As noted in the committee report (H. Rept. 113-102) accom-
panying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2014, the committee is aware the Department is examining ways
to better utilize the unique capabilities and expertise of non-profit
research institutions, especially in the area of transitioning innova-
tion to commercialization. Furthermore, the committee under-
stands that the Department has been evaluating how to better uti-
lize the special authorities within the Defense Federal Acquisition
Regulations in order to better leverage the capabilities of the non-
profit research community. The committee is concerned that the
Department has not clearly articulated that policy to the broader
research and acquisition community to inform them of how they
might best leverage those capabilities, and the special contracting
authorities that might be used.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to
issue updated policy guidance related to the use of non-profit re-
search institutions that clarifies their role in the research eco-
system, as well as the special provisions within the Defense Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulations that support their use. Additionally,
the committee directs the Secretary to submit the updated policy
guidance to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives by March 1, 2015.
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Health of the research and development enterprise

The committee remains concerned about the long-term health of
the Department of Defense research and development enterprise.
There are currently 67 Department laboratories across 22 states,
10 federally funded research and development centers (FFRDCs),
and 13 university affiliated research centers, as well as a workforce
of 60,000 employees, of which approximately 36,400 are degreed
scientists and engineers. The committee recognizes the pivotal role
these facilities and people play in maintaining the technological
edge of the Department of Defense and providing the necessary
tools for the warfighter. The committee is concerned that the de-
clining state of much of the Department of Defense lab infrastruc-
ture, especially compared to academic, industrial, and international
counterparts, can also serve to dispel many of the technology work-
force that the Department would most like to attract.

The committee is determined to ensure that Department re-
search and development capabilities remain robust in order to as-
sure a vibrant and agile research and development enterprise. The
committee is concerned that declining budgets and increasing
threats are placing pressures on the Department that may lead it
to make short-term decisions with long-term ramifications. The
committee is unsure if the Department is striking the appropriate
balance between near- and long-term objectives, which may nega-
tively affect the overall health of the research and development en-
terprise.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to task
the Defense Science Board to conduct an assessment of the organi-
zation, missions, authorities, and health of the defense research
and development enterprise, and to submit a report on the findings
of the assessment to the congressional defense committees by Sep-
tember 30, 2015. The assessment should include the following:

(1) How well do the defense laboratories respond to the needs of
the Department?

(2) What mechanisms exist to refurbish and recapitalize Depart-
ment of Defense labs, and how do those mechanisms compare with
other‘?Government, academic, international and industrial counter-
parts?

(3) How well does the Department attract, recruit, retain, and
train its workforce to remain technically current and flexible to re-
spond to emerging national requirements?

(4) Does the appropriate balance exist in each service between
service control and laboratory director discretion so as to maximize
laboratory mission effectiveness?

High-efficiency, conventional missile propulsion

The committee notes that munitions to support contingency plans
in the various combatant command areas of responsibility may re-
quire long-range munitions to ensure adequate penetration of anti-
access, area-denial environments. The committee is aware that
technology for high-efficiency, conventional missile propulsion sub-
systems necessary for such strike requirements is limited and may
require further research and development. Therefore, the com-
mittee encourages the Department of Defense to adequately re-
source efforts to mature high-efficiency conventional missile propul-
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sion subsystems, and directs the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to provide a briefing to the
House Armed Services Committee by August 1, 2014 on current re-
search and development efforts in this area.

Hypersonics research

The committee recognizes that hypersonics technology represents
an important game-changing technology for the Department of De-
fense. The committee is aware that the Army successfully tested its
Advanced Hypersonic Weapon in 2011 and plans additional tests
this year. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA) and the Air Force have cooperated on several hypersonics
programs that have advanced the state of knowledge on materials
and flight dynamics for such high-speed vehicles. Additionally, the
committee understands that DARPA and the Air Force are begin-
ning a new program to develop a high-speed strike weapon that
will combine the characteristics of hypersonic flight with precision
guidance to test a tactical weapon system. The committee believes
that as such technology progresses, the Department will need to ex-
amine its test infrastructure to determine if additional investments
and upgrades will be necessary.

The committee encourages the Department to continue to pursue
advanced hypersonic technology to improve strike and reconnais-
sance capabilities, especially for denied areas. The committee be-
lieves that such investments are necessary to keep pace with for-
eign actors investing in similar capabilities, and should also exam-
ine methods for defending against hypersonic weapons as part of
a balanced portfolio. The committee encourages the Department to
closely monitor international hypersonics development efforts, as
well as opportunities for cooperation with foreign allies. The com-
mittee applauds efforts such as the Hypersonic International Flight
Research Experimentation program, which was a joint United
States-Australian initiative to advance hypersonics technology, and
Xtilizec% shared testing facilities like the Woomera Range in South

ustralia.

Internet access on Kwajalein Atoll

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense main-
tains a significant presence on Kwajalein Atoll, including contrac-
tors and families, to support Department of Defense activities
there. Further, the committee understands that data access for
those families is limited to low-bandwidth phone modems, which
can negatively impact the welfare of personnel and their families
stationed at a remote location, where electronic communications
are useful in maintaining personal and family relationships.

Furthermore, the committee notes that the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) maintains high-bandwidth network connec-
tions to the Atoll, which were designed with additional capacity to
allow for future expansions. The committee is also aware of in-
stances in the past when DISA has provided additional networking
capacity for morale, welfare and recreation applications through
base exchanges. The committee believes that DISA could provide
such capacity to families on the Atoll with minimal effort and cost.
Therefore, the committee directs the Director, Defense Information
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Systems Agency to submit a plan to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices of the House of Representatives by March 15, 2015, on pro-
viding internet access to families on Kwajalein Atoll.

Leveraging commercial technology for directed energy

The committee is aware of recent advances amongst the military
services to field directed energy weapons, including the upcoming
deployment of the Laser Weapon System onboard the USS Ponce
by the Navy, as well as the recent testing of the High Energy Laser
Mobile Demonstrator by the Army at White Sands Missile Range.
The committee congratulates the services on this progress. The
committee is also aware that the laser systems used in both of
these cases are commercial off-the-shelf industrial lasers which
were purchased and modified by each service to be suitable for
their respective military application. In many cases, these lasers do
not provide enough power to achieve mission objectives, and there
are several research and development efforts underway to develop
laser systems which will be capable of fulfilling all mission require-
ments. However, the committee recognizes that there are many
critical system engineering and integration problems that may be
solved using these lower power systems in the interim, which will
reduce both the time and cost associated with the deployment of di-
rected energy systems. Therefore the committee encourages the De-
partment of Defense agencies which are working to develop di-
rected energy weapons to continue to examine the industrial base
for technologies which may be utilized for these systems, and to le-
verage such technologies whenever possible.

Military service coordination and transition efforts for the chemical
biological defense program

The Chemical Biological Defense Program (CBDP) has the pri-
mary responsibility to develop technologies to protect U.S. troops
from the threats posed by Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear
and Explosive (CBRNE) Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). The
committee believes that frequent open communication between the
CBDP and the military services is critical during all phases of the
research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) process for
developing these technologies. Such communication is necessary to
ensure not only that the warfighter requirements are being prop-
erly addressed in the early planning phases of the RDT&E process,
but that the technology is transitioned to the military services on
an adequate timescale to ensure the safety and protection of U.S.
troops. Therefore, the committee encourages the CBDP to continue
to improve its communication with the military services during all
phases of the RDT&E process.

In addition, the committee remains concerned about the level of
protection currently available to U.S. troops who are at risk of
being exposed to CBRNE WMD, in particular with regards to mis-
sion-oriented protective posture (MOPP) gear. The committee is
concerned that in many cases the equipment available to the mili-
tary units may be outdated or inadequate to address current re-
quirements. Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical and Biological Defense
Programs to provide a briefing to the House Committee on Armed
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Services by November 30, 2014, on the coordination between the
military services and the CBDP. The briefing should include details
on the process by which the CBDP solicits and incorporates input
from the military services into its planning and prioritization of
RDT&E efforts, as well as the current plans and efforts to transi-
tion the resultant technology, including MOPP gear for CBRNE en-
vironments to the military services.

Minority science and technology programs

The committee recognizes that the Department of Defense has
been working for many years to strengthen its role with Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) and Minority Serv-
ing Institutions (MIs), which not only support a broad range of re-
search, but also creates a diverse pool of talented scientists and en-
gineers that can support academic, industrial, and federal research
needs. The committee also commends the Department for expand-
ing partnerships with non-profit organizations (NPO) that have a
history of providing scholarship, mentoring, and career advance-
ment support to minorities pursuing science and technology careers
consistent with Department mission and needs. The committee ap-
plauds the former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and
Engineering for issuing guidance in December 2011 to reinvigorate
the Department’s relationship with HBCU/MIs. In particular, this
memo reiterated that “[t]hese institutions offer a talented science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) workforce that
can benefit the research and educational efforts of the DoD and the
nation.” This memo focused on four areas of focus for action, in-
cluding information collection to:

(1) Develop and maintain statistics on HBCU/MI success rates in
response to competitive funding opportunities under broad agency
announcements and other solicitations;

(2) Ensure that HBCU/MIs are made of aware of the opportunity
for participation in all Department of Defense sponsored activities
that invite participation of institutions of higher education;

(3) Encourage the use of Inter-governmental Personnel Act agree-
ments or other personnel-detail mechanisms with HBCU/MISs;

(4) Ensure that emphasis is placed on recruiting and selecting
HBCU/MI faculty to serve on Department of Defense STEM schol-
arship, fellowship, and research review panels and HBCU/MI stu-
dents are informed of and encouraged to apply to STEM scholar-
ship, fellowship, and internship programs.

The committee directs the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Re-
search and Engineering to provide a briefing to the House Armed
Services Committee by December 15, 2014 on the measures and
metrics used by the Department to better understand how the De-
partment is fulfilling the guidance from the December 2011 memo.
In addition to demonstrating the Department’s progress against
the four goals above, this briefing should also examine what minor-
ity science and technology workforce, professional development,
and technical assistance programs exist that could benefit from in-
creased participation with HBCU/MIls, as well as what non-profit
organizations exist that have a history of assisting minorities and
HBCU/minority-serving institutions in expanding their participa-
tion in Department of Defense programs, including the leveraging
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of both Defense and NPO scholarship funds to achieve these pur-
poses.

Multi-aircraft control of unmanned aerial vehicles

The committee is aware of the enabling effects of employing large
quantities of unmanned aerial vehicles on the battlefield. However,
the availability of pilots, and the costs associated with training and
employing pilots, has in some cases limited the ability of the De-
partment of Defense to mass and capitalize on these capabilities.

Therefore the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to pro-
vide the congressional defense committees with a report by Feb-
ruary 15, 2015 detailing the Department of Defense’s plans to oper-
ationally test and deploy multi-aircraft control technology. This re-
port shall include a breakdown of the efforts of each of the services
along with the Department of Defense’s plan to integrate those ef-
forts between the services in order to minimize inefficiencies. The
report shall also address advanced technology development and ex-
perimentation as well as the potential manpower savings of multi-
aircraft control.

Multi-mission airborne radio frequency systems for unmanned aer-
ital systems

The committee is aware that unmanned aerial systems (UAS)
are increasingly important in intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (ISR) missions. The committee also notes that while the
use of multiple-input multiple-output systems is ubiquitous in com-
mercial and some Department of Defense applications, it is largely
absent in various Department of Defense airborne systems due to
technological and operational challenges. The committee is aware
that there is ongoing development of airborne radio frequency (RF)
systems that could potentially improve the operation of airborne
platforms, provide more robust anti-jamming capability, enable and
enhance information collection and sensing of the operating envi-
ronment, and incur minimum RF footprint to ensure a low prob-
ability of interception.

Therefore, the committee encourages the Department to leverage
existing research and development to develop advanced, multi-mis-
sion, multi-antenna RF systems for UAS that will significantly en-
hance ISR capabilities in tactical networks resulting in improved
mission success.

National Defense Education Program

The budget request contained $45.5 million in PE 61120D8Z for
the National Defense Education Program (NDEP) for the purposes
of attracting, engaging, and developing current and future genera-
tions of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM)
talent to benefit the Department of Defense. Of this amount, no
funds were requested for pre-kindergarten-to-12th grade (PK-12)
STEM outreach programs.

The committee cannot stress enough that the recruitment, reten-
tion and development of an experienced, technical workforce is a
critical national security requirement for the Department of De-
fense and that these efforts must start at the earliest stages of the
STEM pipeline. The committee also stresses that growth in STEM
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fields is important for the general economic health and competitive-
ness of the nation, but due to the special security requirements of
Department of Defense employees, this need is especially acute.

The committee understands that as the demand for a diverse,
highly skilled scientific and technical military and civilian defense
workforce grows, the Department will need to continue to invest in
strengthening local defense communities by enhancing student en-
gagement in STEM initiatives that support the Department’s re-
search areas. The committee understands that NDEP K-12:

(1) Builds student interest in STEM fields and disciplines and in
careers specific to the Department;

(2) Develops defense-relevant science, engineering, and mathe-
matics skills; and

(3) Provides a future talent pool to fulfill the Department’s de-
mand for highly skilled STEM professionals by increasing access to
authentic STEM experiences.

The committee recommends $55.5 million, an increase of $10.0
million, in PE 61120D8Z for the National Defense Education Pro-
gram. Of these funds, the committee recommends $45.5 million, the
requested amount for the SMART; and $10.0 million for PK-12
STEM outreach programs, an increase of $10.0 million. Of the
funds requested for PK-12, the committee recommends the Depart-
ment use some of the funds to carry out STEM activities that will
support school districts with high concentrations of military de-
pendent families. Such activities should include a focus on increas-
ing teacher effectiveness as well as student achievement. The com-
mittee also believes that such outreach activities should look at op-
portunities to support the development of a cyber focused skill sets.

Neuroplasticity research partnerships

The committee is aware of advancements in neuroplasticity re-
search made by university and non-governmental rehabilitation
hospitals that have collaborated to maximize what can be learned
regarding the brain’s ability to develop and recover when it has be-
come damaged. The committee encourages the Department of De-
fense’s medical research and development organizations to estab-
lish research programs with university systems and non-govern-
mental rehabilitation hospitals that have partnered in order to de-
velop rapid and innovative outcomes in the treatment of service
members with traumatic brain injury that may lead to efficiencies
in restoring brain recovery and neurological function.

Optics and photonics for defense applications

The committee is aware of and recognizes the unique roles optics
and photonics play in our Nation’s security, including everything
from information technology and communications to medicine and
advanced manufacturing. The committee understands the United
States has been the world pioneer in transitioning optics and
photonics research to national security applications. Department of
Defense contributions have been pivotal in laying the foundation of
those capabilities, from early investments in lasers to the develop-
ment of medical free electronic lasers for military photomedicine
applications.
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The committee also understands that increased competition has
put America’s leadership position at risk. Further, the committee
is aware that the administration is attempting to address some of
these competitiveness issues by creating a number of advanced
manufacturing centers, and has expressed the intent in the fiscal
year 2015 budget request to fund three to five additional centers.

The committee recognizes that the National Academy of Sciences
report, “Optics and Photonics: Essential Technologies for Our Na-
tion,” emphasizes these findings. For example, among its other
findings, it noted:

(1) The federal government should develop an integrated initia-
tive in photonics that seeks to bring together academic, industrial,
and government researchers, managers, and policy makers to de-
velop a more integrated approach to managing industrial and gov-
ernment photonics research and development spending and related
investments;

(2) “The U.S. government, and specifically the Department of De-
fense, should strive toward harmonizing optics with silicon-based
electronics to provide a new, readily accessible and usable, inte-
grated electronics and optics platform”;

(3) The U.S. defense and intelligence agencies should fund the
development of optical technologies to support future optical sys-
tems capable of wide-area surveillance, exquisite long-range object
identification, high-bandwidth free-space laser communication,
“speed-of-light” laser strike, and defense against both missile seek-
ers and ballistic missiles; and

(4) “The United States should aggressively develop additive man-
ufacturing technology and implementation.”

Recognizing these imperatives, the committee encourages the De-
partment to consider the establishment of a National Center for
Optics and Photonics within its manufacturing mandate. The com-
mittee believes that doing so would allow the Department to create
new opportunities for innovation, which will benefit the Depart-
ment on multiple fronts. Specifically, the committee is interested in
technological and manufacturing advances that a National Center
for Optics and Photonics could make in critical defense applications
such as advanced lasers, advanced optical materials, data storage,
communication technologies, and sensors.

Prosthesis research

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense has
made significant investments in research for next generation pros-
theses, particularly for upper and lower extremities. With oper-
ations in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan winding down and
current fiscal constraints on the defense budget, the committee is
concerned that the Department will begin to move away from this
area of research in favor of new topics for a new security environ-
ment, leaving a void in this area. The committee notes that while
medical advances have dramatically increased the survival rates of
the warfighter, it has also dramatically increased the number of
wounded warriors requiring intense, long-term therapeutic care.
The committee urges the Department of Defense to continue push-
ing the technical bounds of regenerative medicine and prostheses,
including the development and refinement of new modalities for
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control of neurological implants, in order to maintain its commit-
ment to the care and welfare of the wounded warrior community
and their families.

Redesigned Kill Vehicle for Homeland Missile Defense

The budget request contained $1.0 billion in PE 63882C for the
Ballistic Missile Defense Midcourse Defense Segment. Of this
amount, $99.5 million was requested for Improved Homeland De-
fense (HLD) Interceptors development, which the committee will
refer to as the Redesigned Kill Vehicle.

The committee notes that the Missile Defense Agency’s (MDA)
fiscal year 2015 budget overview documents state that the budget
request supports the initiation of the “redesign of the
Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) for GMD [Ground-based Mid-
course Defense]. The redesigned EKV will be built with a modular,
open architecture and designed with common interfaces and stand-
ards, making upgrades easier and broadening our vendor and sup-
plier base. The redesigned EKV will increase performance to ad-
dress the evolving threat; improve reliability, availability, main-
tainability, testability and producibility; and increase in-flight com-
munications to improve usage of off-board sensors information and
situational awareness to combatant commanders for enabling new
tactics such as shoot-assess-shoot.” The committee expects the re-
design will also maintain the capability for the future moderniza-
tion path for the common kill vehicle phase II efforts that should
achieve the long-sought “volume kill” capability.

The committee has long believed that a new kill vehicle is re-
quired for the homeland missile defense system, mindful of the ter-
mination of one such modernization program in 2009, the Multiple
Kill Vehicle. For example, the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239) directed the Director,
MDA to develop a long-term plan for the exo-atmospheric kill vehi-
cle. And, again, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2014 (Public Law 113-66) directed a plan, and authorized
funding, for the development of an upgraded, enhanced exo-atmos-
pheric kill vehicle for the GMD system that, “is capable of being
deployed during fiscal year 2018.” The committee expects the Di-
rector to proceed with the development, test, acquisition, and de-
ployment of the redesigned Kkill vehicle as directed in that Act.

The committee recommends $99.5 million, the full amount of the
budget request, in PE 63882C for the Redesigned Kill Vehicle.

Space weather events research

The committee notes the value of the advice to the Department
of Defense, including the Department of the Air Force and the De-
partment of the Navy, for the pursuit of space weather research
and is aware of space weather impacts to the electric power grid,
global satellite communications, global positioning system posi-
tioning and timing, space situational awareness, and potential loss
or degradation of these capabilities. The committee is aware of the
importance of observations and research of space weather phe-
nomena to monitor and predict potential damage to the U.S. mili-
tary and to protect national technological infrastructure. The com-
mittee is also aware that insufficient coordination and sharing
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among the agencies could lead to duplication of effort and less ef-
fective allocation of limited resources for this critical research. The
committee recommends that the Secretary of Defense coordinate
with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the National
Science Foundation to provide necessary observations and support
for research that will lead to reliable forecasts of significant space
weather events.

Special Operations developmental efforts for Tactical Assault Light
Operator Suit

The budget request included $10.0 million in PE 1160402BB,
Special Operations Technology Development, and $7.5 million in
PE 1160402BB, Special Operations Special Technology, to support
ongoing developmental efforts for the U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand (USSOCOM) Tactical Assault Light Operator Suit (TALOS),
designed to improve operator survivability in direct action or ki-
netic environments.

The committee notes that more than $4.5 million of fiscal year
2013 and fiscal year 2014 Major Force Program-11 funding has
been put towards TALOS efforts thus far. The committee also notes
that despite aggressive marketing efforts by USSOCOM, TALOS is
not a program of record, but rather “an overarching vision” that
provides “a coordinating focus for many of USSOCOM'’s science and
technology efforts spanning multiple capability areas.” The com-
mittee understands that present efforts are being used to survey
current technologies and to better inform future requirements doc-
uments, and that USSOCOM intends to deliver a fully functional
prototype assault suit by August 2018.

The committee is concerned that these requirements are not
being properly coordinated with related or complementary efforts
at the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) and
the U.S. Army Natick Soldier Systems Command. While
USSOCOM is the proper authority to define Special Operations
Forces peculiar requirements, it may not be the appropriate entity
to lead such developmental technology efforts, like TALOS. While
the committee understands that Natick Soldier Systems Command
is currently developing and partially funding one of the two Gen-
eration I prototypes for USSOCOM, the committee is concerned
that USSOCOM is also funding outside private sector research, and
that overall efforts lack proper coordination and oversight, systems
integration and collaboration, and prototype evaluation.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to brief
the congressional defense committees by August 1, 2014, on the
TALOS project and similar efforts to include: (1) the overall TALOS
requirement for U.S. Special Operations Forces, including require-
ments validation; (2) a list of funded activities for fiscal years
2013-14, as well as planned activities for fiscal year 2015 and be-
yond, including efforts through DARPA, Natick Soldier Systems
Command, the other military services, the Rapid Innovation Fund,
and industry; (3) coordination efforts undertaken with USSOCOM,
DARPA, Natick Soldier Systems Command and other similar ongo-
ing research and development activities; (4) project timelines in-
cluding the development of prototypes and anticipated funding; (5)
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any other developmental efforts underway that could satisfy
USSOCOM TALOS-like requirements, and (6) any other items the
Secretary of Defense deems appropriate.

Special Operations Forces Survival, Support, and Equipment Sys-
tems Program Management Office

The committee is aware of the research and development (R&D)
contributions of the Special Operations Forces Survival, Support
and Equipment Systems (SOF-SSES) Program Management Office.
These R&D efforts focus on improving personal protective and indi-
vidual support equipment as well as life support and tactical com-
bat casualty care for the warfighter within the U.S. Special Oper-
ations Forces. The committee recognizes the importance of these ef-
forts for the sustainment of the readiness and superiority of the
Special Operations Forces (SOF), as well as for the continued suc-
cessful completion of SOF missions. The committee encourages the
U.S. Special Operations Command to continue to maintain the ap-
propriate level of funding in order to sustain these important ef-
forts within the SOF-SSES Program Management Office.

Technologies to improve spectrum efficiency

The committee is aware that spectrum is a vital national security
resource which must be actively managed to ensure effective and
efficient use that balances competing demands between the mili-
tary services, other Federal agencies and the private sector. In the
committee report accompanying the Duncan Hunter National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (H. Rept. 110-652),
the committee noted its concern over the availability of spectrum
for defense applications and the increasing scarcity imposed by ad-
ditional spectrum auctions and competition with commercial wire-
less providers. For this reason, the committee is pleased that the
Department of Defense has recently issued an Electromagnetic
Spectrum Strategy to provide more strategic guidance to shape the
future of the Department’s spectrum operations. As noted in the
new strategy, “[the Department of Defense] must act now to ensure
access to the congested and contested electromagnetic environment
of the future. Specifically, the Department must adapt how it ac-
quires and uses spectrum resources. Our approach must include ac-
quiring more efficient, flexible, and adaptable systems while devel-
oping more agile and opportunistic spectrum operations to ensure
that our forces can complete their missions.”

The committee is also aware that this strategy is the first step
in a longer process to develop a roadmap and action plan to inform
future actions and resourcing. In addition, the committee believes
that the Department needs to identify opportunities where it
should fo